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INTRODUCTION 

By Hewitt, A.P, Koning, A. and Davenport, M." 

The main focus of this paper is the trade relationship between the group of seventy African. 
Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries and the European Union (EU). which offers the ACP 
countries preferential access to its market We concentrate on the opponunities this special 
relationship provides for m~ufactured exports from the ACP. The ACP Group has a high 
concentration, by number of states, of the world's poorest countries. 

In section two an attempt has been made to analyse the benefits of Lorn~ preferences for ACP 
manufactured exports, including an overview of those exports that have been able to develop 
over the years thanks to the Convention. 

The third pan of this paper addresses the effects of the Uruguay Round on ACP exports of 
manufactured products, concentrating on the impact of preference erosion and the phasing-out 
of the Multifibre Arrangement 

The last pan of this paper deals with some of the pressing issues of restoring ACP 
competitiveness in the new internationa! trading environment We present a strateg-f for ACP 
countries to improve their position in the EU and other world markets, by using their existing 
preferences and benefiting from adaptations following the mid-term review of the fourth 
Lom~ Convention. We also look beyond Lom6 preferences to see how the ACP might be 
able to streng-Jlen their position in other markets and overcome restrictions to the 
development of ACP trade in general. This includes a strategy for individual ACP exporters 
of manufactured products to facilitate their attempts to minimise the losses from the Uruguay 
Round and exploit the benefits of further global liberalisation. 

Our conclusion will shed some light on the compliance of Lorn~ preferences with the 
GA TI/WTO trading regime and suggests possible scenarios for the future of Lorn~ 
preferences for manufactured products with the post Lom6 IV era in mind. 

Adrian Hewin is deputy director o( che Overseas Develcpmenc lnsutule in London; Antoniqm: Komo:; 
is Research Fellow joinrly wClrking for che 001 and for che European Centre for Dcvelopmc111 Pohcy 
Management in Maa-;trichi: Michael l)avcnport is a re.-;earch a.wieiatc o( ODI. 



1. Europe's preferred trading partners: the ACP 

The Lome Convention commits the EU and the ACP states to promote and diversify ACP 
expons to the EU to decrease ACI- dependency on priir.ary expons (An_ 70). In order to 
facilitate this the EU has granted non-reciprocal preferences to ACP expons since the creation 
of the European Economic Community (under the Yaounde Conventions and fc,ur succeeding 
Lome Conventions). Approximately 97% of current ACP exports to the European Union is 
claimed enter the market without being restricted by any duty or non-tariff barrier. 

The trade preferences are intended to give the ACP states an advantage over industrialized 
and other developing country exporters to the EU. Traditionally, they have been seen as a 
mechanism to give an initial boost to industrialization or to be, at least. an incentive for 
further processing of primary products, which would reduce ACP reliance on resource-based 
products. Preferences have been seen as a spur to investment in new expon sectors and a 
generator of employment opponunities. 

Duty-free access is guaranteed for exports of manufactured products originating in ACP states 
and for a large pan of their agricultural exports. Preferences for the latter are in the form of 
concessions on duties and levies imposed on imports as a result of the EU's Common 
Agricultural Policy, and, of more significance to the ACP, the guaranteed access given to 
quantities of specific commodities under its Protocols for sugar, rum, bananas, beef and veal 
exports to the EU. In general ACP preference margins are higher for processed or 
manufactured exports due to the EU tariff classification system, which imposes higher tariffs 
on products which have a higher value-added. 

The five-year duration of the Lome trade preference guarantees (nominally ten years under 
Lome IV although in fact there was a fundamental review after five) is unusually favourable 
given that most (generalised) preference schemes require legislative approval by the 
preference-donor annually, and can be withdrawn element-by-element at shon notice. 

1.1 Free ace~ for manufactured expons and rules of origin 

Manufactured exports from ACP countries enter the EU free of tariff or quantitative 
restrictions. This provision includes a valuable exemption from the quota restrictions of the 
Multifibre Arrangement for textiles and clothing. However, the free access is granted on the 
condition that the exports meet the, often complex, rules of origin requirements. The general 
requirement is that ACP exports must be 'originating' in the ACP to benefit from freedom 
from tariffs. levies or similar barriers. Origination normally requires a 'subs~ntial 

transformation', that is a shift of heading in the four-digit Harmonised Coding System. But 
this is not always sufficienL For instance 'simple assembly of parts and articles to constitute 
a complete anicle' will not do, regardless of any coding shift. Manufacture of textiles and 
clothing must generally stan from the yam. There is a general value-added criterion 
specifying the maximum shue of non-originating materials, which ha.c; been IC per cer.t {of 
the ex-works price supplemented by funher conditions on the share of panicul:ir non· 
originating materials). 

Cumulation of inputc; from ACP countries or from EU Member Stat1.:s is allowi:d. This 1411.:;.ms 
that an ACP state can impon part'i and raw matc1ials from other ACP countrii:s or !hl' Et; to 
use them for production and still meet the criteria of the Rules of Origin. 
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Under the Convention. appeals can be made for derogations from the Rules of Origin. These 
derogations last five years. and the derogations may be renewed for a further 5-year period. 
However, it has been argued that the extensions of such derogations (e.g. in the case of 
clothing for Mauritius and Fiji) are not predictable and discourage planning and investment 
in potential expon sectors. New time limits have been established for reaching derogation 
decisions, of three to six months, but there appear to be doubts about whether these are being 
respected. In any event. delays are not the only problem - uncenainties about the process, 
the son of evidence required, the lack of clear and authoritative information, and the 
&tquisitorial visits by EU insl>ectors to factories in the ACP States serve to discourage pursuit 
of derogations. 

1.2 EU Preferential treatment of other developing countries and non-EU preferential 
schemes benefiting ACP exports 

It should be emphasised that the relative advantage of the ACP counuie.s over other 
developing counuy exporters of manufactured products is not that great as they also have 
been granted duty-free access to the EU market in the course of the last decades under the 
Generalised System of Preferences of the Union. Although the Convention requires that the 
ACP are not granted less favourable treatment than other non-Lome countries (i.e. the ACP 
are nominally at the top of the hierarchy of preferences), in recent years the European Union 
has extended its preferences to countries in Easterr. Europe and the Fonner Soviet Union and 
other developing countries, panly by enhancing the benefits to some selected beneficiaries of 
the GSP and granting improved market access to a wider range of exports. The rules of 
origin requirements however are more strict under the EU GSP and cumulation possibilities 
are limited. 

ACP countries also benefit from GSP schemes that exist outside the EU not1bly in the US 
and Japan. though they are generally less favourable than the Lome preferences in terms of 
coverage of products, rules of origin (eg there are no cumulation opponunities) and limitation 
on quantity of some exports. In particular preferences on textiles and clothing are limited 
under these schemes. In addition, GSP schemes are time-limited and tJ:erefore are not likely 
to be a great incentive to invesanent 

The Caribbean ACP countries funher benefit from the US Caribbean Basin Initiative (CBI) 
and CARIBCAN in Canada (Davenport. 1995). Under the Caribbean Basin Economic 
Recovery Act (CBERA) of 1990, which extended the original 1983 Act. Caribbean ACP 
countries enjoy tariff- and quota-free access to the US market for all goods. subject to a short 
but critical list of exceptions. These exceptions include most textiles and apparel, some leather 
goods including footwear, petroleum and petroleum products. canned tuna and certain 
agric1;itural products. Tariffs on handbags, luggage and most leather goods other than 
footwear were reduced by 20 perc~nt in five equal annual stages beginning in January 1992. 
Ethanol and ethyl alcohol, sugars, syrups, molasses and beef and veal arc eligible for duty­
free entry only if the exponing country has submitted an acceptable 'stable food production 
plan'. Sugar cxponc; arc subject to US quotas which vary from year co year. 

Expon.c; hcnditing from CBI access arc subject to rule:; of origin. which hasically rc4uirc that 
35 ~l.!rccnt of value added he contribuccd by the country in qucstion. though this may he 



TM impacc of IM Umtuay Rolllld on ACP ezpons of mar.ajaccur~d produces. H~icr. Konint and Dawtl{H'n 

cumulated over CBI countries and up to 15 percent may take the fonn of imports from the 
United States and that a 'substantial' transfonnation takes !>lace in the CBI country. 

The CBI is more advantageous than the GSP scheme offered by the US because it is not time­
limited and more relaxed in terms of rules of origin. Although textiles and clothing items are 
not included in the CBI. they enjoy special tteattnent in the US market under regulation 9802-
00-60 and 9802-00-80 (previously 806.30 and 807 A.). Under these tariff heads, metal articles 
made of US metals and articles of apparel which have i:-.en made out of textiles formed and 
woven in the United States ate subject to duty only on the value added outside the US. Only 
in the case of apparel is this derogation used substantially and, in that sector, it is of strategic 
significance for Jamaica though Trinidad and Tobago also has a Guaranteed Access Level 
agreement with the US. 

Under CARIBCAN the Caribbean countries enjoy. tariff- and quota-free entry to the Canadian 
market for most manufactured exports. The exceptions to this rule are similar to those that 
hold for the CBI. 

4 



2. ACP exports of manufactured products to the EU 

This section describes an analysis of the performance of ACP exports of processed goods on 
the EU market. relating it as far as possible to preferences available to ACP products. It is 
irnponant to note how narrow and shallow are the expo~ of manufactured goods by the ACP 
countries. Although the ACP comprise half the world's developing countries, their 
performance in tenns of expon volume and market share is rather insignificant (see Table 
::i.. l ). Whether this is aaributable to their low level of industrialisation, their lack of expon 
orientation or to the inappropriateness of the preferences a.:C\Jrded, their current position does 
affect any exercise attempting to judge their future manufacturing expon potential or to 
forecast the repercussions of a change of trade policy such as the implications of the Uruguay 
Round settlement on their manufacturing sectors. Once processed products are added to the 
narrower category of finished goods, there emerges a broader picture both of the ACP' s 
potential in the area of trade and of the likely repercussions of the trade policy changes. We 
have used both an aggregative and a more micro _approach. To a large extent, the analysis in 
both cases meets the same range of conceptual and data problems. 

2.1 Conceptual and statistical problems 

There is no universally accepted definition of a processed good. In this section we have 
excluded products where the degree of processing is limited to the simplest operations. such 
as rough-sawing wood, packaging naturally-occurring chemicals or fenilisers, roasting coffee 
beans or freezing or salting fish. Of course. the criteria are arbitrary. Canning fish, sawing 
wood into panels or shaped rods and making sausages are considered processing activities for 
our purposes. To some extent the decisions depend on the discriminations within the CN 
(Common Nomenclature) statistical base. 

However the statistical bases used created a related but more technical pmblem. The EU trade 
statistics are now based on the CN system, which is itself a version - in some respects more 
detailed - of the internationally-agreed Harmonised System. EU trade data for years prior to 
1988 are only available in the old NIMEXE nomenclature. In some areas, there is no one-to­
one correspondence between the two systems, especially at the most disaggregated available 
level. This sometimes means that, if pre-1988 data is to be used, a reasonable distinction 
between crude and processed goods is not possible. For example, this is the case in wood. 
The CN system allows a plausible demarcation point - all four-digit groups above 4408 
(veneer sheets etc.) can be considered processed. But it is not possible to conven this 
criterion into the NIMEXE system, which was based on species rather than processing 
distinctions. As a result we have had to limit our analysis of processed wood to the 1988-92 
period. In other areas, the problem is less serious. It merely implies that one has co work at 
a less disaggregated level. For example, few valid subcategories of clothing under the two­
digit level, except for the crude split between knitted/crocheted and not knitted/crocheted, can 
he constructed from the two data sets. 

Another conceptual issue is the growing size of the ACP group of countries. In 1975 the first 
Lome Convention was signed there were 45 ACP states (see Annex 1 ). Five years later the 
second Lorn~ Convention saw 58 ACP signatories. The third Convention was signed in 1984 
by 65 states. though Angola joined soon after to make 66. With the addition of the Dominican 
Republic. Haiti, Namihia and Eritrea t!le present number is 70. Clearly any mc.:asurl' of thl' 
performance such as market share of ACP states per sc will he greatly affected hy the 

5 
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increasing membership. We have taken the expon perfonnance of the 66 Lome IV signatories 
throughout. It is probably too early for the Lome trade preferences to have had much of an 
impact on the four newest members_ On the other hand. while 21 of our group were not 
members at the signing of the first Convention in 1974, many of these enjoyed similar if les.s 
extensive trade access preferences as ex-OCTs (overseas countries and territories)_ Even the 
most recent ~nembers of the group of 66 Lomt States used in our calculations have now 
enjoyed all the special access preferences since 1984 and the benefits of those p!l!f erences 
should now be appa""ent 

2..2 Analysis of ACP exports by broad category 

Table 2.1 shows the relative perfonnance on the EU market of ACP and non-ACP developing 
country exports by broad category of processed· goods. Processed goods. by our definition 
only represented 5 percent of EU impons from the ACP in 1993_ H anything, the perfonnance 
of processed exports has been somewhat worse than that of ACP expon as a whole. 

The ACP countries have achieved a 4.4 percent growth in exports of proces.sed products to 
the European Union over the period, 1976 to 1993. Over that period processed exports of non­
ACP developing countries to the EU market grew by 13 percent The discrepancy in 
perfonnance is greater for processed goods than for total exports. In the latter case the 
average rate of growth on non-ACP exports was only double that of ACP exports. 

In 1976 the ACP countries had a total share of EU imports (excluding intra-EU trade) of 2.6 
percent of processed products. This bad fallen to 1.1 percent in 1993. All imports, pro~essed 
and non-processed, from the ACP group commanded a 6.7 percent market share in 1976 but 
only 3.1 percent in 1993. 

Among the different product groups, the ACP states have been successful i.1 gaining market 
share in processed foods and drinks - largely, as we shall see, thrc~gh increased exports of 
rum - but in other groups they have lost market share, most particularly in metals and metal 
products. In that group, even in nominal tenns , the rate of growth of exports to the EU has 
fallen dramatically in recent years. Partly that fall may be the inevitable result of the 
downward trend in most metal prices. On the other hand the non-ACP exporting countries 
suffered a much smaller fall in nominal exports over the 1988 to 1993 period. Any 
conjectures about the role - or lack of role - of tariff and other trading preferences will be 
deferred until after discussion of the second pan of the analysis which investigates export 
performance at a more detailed level. 

2.3 The micro-economic approach: individual exports of manufactures 

Because of the substantial difference in margins of preference within the broad c:tegoric.:s of 
processed goods, little valid inference about the role of preferenr.es can he derived without 
more disaggr:.=gation. both with respect to productc; and to individual exporting countries. 

6 
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Table 2.1: Growth rates of EU imports from ACP and other developing countries 
and shares of total EU impons, selected years, per cent 

Share in Annual avenge growth in EU imp>r.s 
impcs from 

ACP 

1976-12 1912-88 1988-93 1976-93 

1993 ACP odaer DCs ACP other DCs ACP ocher DCs ACP olherOCS 

Processed food/drink 3.1 12.0 12.1 6.4 l.S S.l 1.9 9.0 9.0 

Cbemicals, plastics pelts. o.a 0.3 16.4 6.4 22.7 2.0 4.S 3.3 17.3 

Texlile pr.ds •• foorweu 6.8 4.3 10.8 17.7 10.8 2.3 6.4 9.4 11.3 

Odicr manuflCbfts 3.S 3.2 10.1 4.9 12.6 -19.0 -I.I -3.8 8..5 

Tota! poce:ssed 4.2 19.0 19.4 32.7 13.3 -3.6 8.9 28.6 16.8 

Tola!. all gC\Otb 18.4 s.o 13.6 11.1 12.s -S.4 6.2 4.4 13.0 

100.0 10.0 IC.I 0.8 0.4 -3.6 4.6 3.0 6.0 

Shares of EU imports 

1976 19!l2 1988 1993 

ACP OcherDCS ACP Ocher DCs ACP Ocher Des ACP OtberOCs 

Processed foodfdrink 6.2 31.4 7.6 38.7 8.8 so.o 8.3 41.4 

Chemicals. plutics pelts 1.2 6.0 0.6 7.0 0.4 11.9 0.3 10.8 

Texlile pr.ds. footwear 2.6 39.S 1.9 42.! 3.0 45.0 2.3 45.l 

Metals, metal pelts. 8.9 13.1 G.7 14.4 s.s 18.1 1.8 IS.I 

Other manufactures 0.2 8.2 0.2 10.3 0.8 lS.O 0..5 17.3 

Total processed 2.5 lS.S 1.7 16.3 2.0 21.0 I.I 21.7 

Total all goods 6.7 38.1 S.9 33.9 4.7 26.3 3.1 27..5 

So11rc~: COMEXT 

A set of product-country pairs was selected on the basis of the following criteria: 

• only countries where processed exports accounted for at least 5 percent of total 
exports in 1992 or 1988 were included; 

• produc.i..i were chosen only where they accounted for at least 5 percent of totai 
processed expon. This was to eliminate prvducts which may hav:! found a 
temporary expon market, but had not been developed into a signiticam export 
industry and thus be used to evaluate the role of preforences. Howevt:r this 
criterion was used flexibly. so as not necessarily to exclude goods helow tht! 

7 
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threshold which were close substitutes in p:"Oduction and shifts in OJtput might 
just reflect changes in relative demand. 

These criteria combined to exclude a number of countries: in Africa. Angola. Cape Verde. 
Bi;rundi, Chad, Niger, Djibouti, Equatorial Guinea. Guinea-Bissau, San Tome and Principe 
and the Seychelles; in the Caribbean, St Kitts and Nevis, St Lucia and St Vincent and the 
Grenadines; in the Pacific, all countries except Fiji and the Solomon Islands . 

. 
In general the level of product disaggregation used was such as to pennit a scalar measure 
of ACP preference margins over MFN and GSP suppliers. In some cases, that conflicted with 
the need to look at export performance over a reasonable length of time which required 
manying the CN and NIMEXE classifications. Thus we had to accept for example, in 
clothing. a range, albeit small, of the tariff preferences appropriate tu different clothing 
products. 

Tables 1 and 2 of Annex 2 respectively give the results for processed agricultural and 
indusilial exports. They are discussed product-by-product, highlighting the main exporters 
among the ACP countries and assessing their export performance against the preferential 
treannent they got in the EU market 

Processed agricultural products 
Canned tuna has become an imponant export for a number of African and Pacific countries, 
ir.cluding Senegal, Mauritius, Fiji and the Solomon Islands. In the case of the last of these, 
it represents over half total exports to the EU. The ACP now contributes almost 40 percent 
of EU imports with Senegal alone accounting for nearly 8 percent In 1982 however the ACP 
supplied over 60 percent with Senegal alone supplying 22.5 percent Since 1988 the growth 
rate of ACP exports of tuna has been minimal at under 2 percent per year while that of the 
non-ACP developing countries has been 15 percent The exception is the Solomon Islands, 
which, while still supplying a relatively small overall share of EU imports, has seen its 
exports rise dramatically since 1988. 

The ACP enjoy no preference over other developing countries since the GSP rate is zero. The 
MFN rate however is 24 to 25 percent which may explain the steady progress in capturing 
market share of EU imports by other developing countries. 

There has been much criticism of the rules of origin as they apply to fish and fish products 
which mainly concerns the ownership of vessels and nationality of crew used on board. 
Although for canned tuna ACP exporters receive automatic derogation from the rules of origin 
for 2500 tonnes (which has now been increased to 4000) this does not cover all ACP exporto;. 
In any event, ACP preferences in this area have clearly not prevented a sharp decline in 
market share, though ACP exports have continued to increase, although i recent years 
painfully slowly. 

As with tuna, the ACP do not enjoy any preference margin over tht! other a.!vdoping coun­
tries in cocoa paste or cocoa butter. Nor are there likely to be any significant advantages 
for ACP suppliers as regards rules of origin. 

In both cases the ACP has seen ito; market share decline from the mid- l 970s to the mid- l 9HOs 
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and expand thereafter, while the overall EU market has stagnated. Cocoa paste and butter 
together account for the bulk of Cote d'Ivoire's exports of processed goods and that country 
accounts for the buLJc of ACP exports of these products to the EU. The increased share of 
cocoa butter exports may iJe explained by higher vah!e. However the shifts in market share 
between the ACP and the non-ACP developing countries can hardly be related to preferences 
and need to be examined in tenns of technical and competitiveness factors. 

Lesotho is the sole ACP exporter of canned asparagus to the E:J. Since 1982 exports have 
continued to rise, but, despite' significant tariff preferences, Lesotho has seen its market share 
slip in favour of non-ACP developing countries and the countries of Eastern Europe. While 
Poland, Hungary and the former Czechoslovakia were granted GSP status by the EU in 1991. 
the rapid growth of imports of asparagus from Eastern Europe had started considerably earlier. 
This is an example of large ACP preference margins being nevertheless insufficient to offset 
other disadvantageous factors such as price, marketing and transport costs. If there are 
opportunities in this sector for other ACP States, they remain unexploited. 

Malawi's experience in exports of preserved nuts is one of rapid decline, growth and then. 
again, decline. This is a product clearly susceptible to adverse weather and disease. and 
supply-side factors explain a lot of the fluctuations. Neither GSP nor ACP preferences appear 
to play a major role. The market share of the industrial countries, in particular the United 
States, is once again rising. 

In canned pineapples, Kenya has steadily won increased market share while the perf onnance 
of Swaziland has been erratic. The recent rise in the share of developing countries at the 
expense of the develope.d economies has been achieved by non-ACP countries. The ACP 
States have not enjoyed any preference vis-i-vis other developing countries, but the latter may 
have been assisted by a significant preference margin over the MFN suppliers (23 percent). 

Finally rum is a staple export product for the Caribbean ACP states. In the case of Guyana. 
exports have increased particularly rapidly and have come to represent over 65 percent of 
exports to the EU as well as over half the EU's total imports of tlus product. Exports of the 
other main producers except Jamaica, namely the Bahamas, Barbados and Trinidad, have also 
been expanding at an annual rate averaging nearly IO percent over the last two decades. In 
the case of rum, the ACP producers enjoy a tariff-free quota on the EU market while there 
is no GSP regime to help non-ACP developing producers. The preference has apparently 
enabled the industry to flourish and the Caribbean states involved have succe:oisiully lobbied 
the EU to advance the elimination of the quota on certain types of rum 

Manufactured products 
Turning to manufactured products (Annex 2, table 2), again the pattern is very mixed. 
Quantitative limits on tariff-free imports of acetic acid and methanol under the GSP may 
have helped Guinea and Trinidad & Tobago respectively build up market shares in these 
products. In the case of acetic acid, rnost EU imports are sourct:d i11 lhe dt!veloped countries 
and the ACP margin of preference over those supplies is nearly 17 percent. The significance 
of quotas and ceilings would need to be examined on a case-by-case basis. In the case of 
ceilings, unlike quotas (or in EU jargon. duty-free amounts) there can be no presumption that 
MFN rates arc applied once the amount is reached: that depends on a rt:qucst from a EU 
Member State. 
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The major gains in EU market share of cortical hormone derivatives from the Bahamas have! 
mainly been at the expense of developed countries. However these gains have now bt..~n 
reversed and the Bahamas share of the EU market fell from nearly 60 percent in 19&2 to a 
mere 6 percent in 1992. The 6.6 percent tariff preference margin has remained in effect 
throughout that period. In the case of exports of cyclic amides from Benin. which has a small 
but growing market share in the EU. both that counuy and cenain non-ACP developing coun­
tries are making minor inroads into the share of the dominant industrial country suppli~rs. 
Here again the ACP and other developing countries enjoy the same tariff preference margins. 

In the case of iron and steel bars and wires from Trinidad and Tobago. the significant 
market share that had been built up by the late 1980s was rapidly eroded by imports from 
Eastern Europe. There is no likelihood that the so-called European Agreements which gave 
significant tariff preferences to the Eastern European and former Soviet Union countries 
would have led to this: most of them were only· signed in 1992. However there can be no 
doubt that the dismantling of central planning and the freeing up of trade decisions within the 
Eastern countries was associated with a major increase in exports to the EU. and in some 
sectors these exports may have replaced exports from the ACP StateS. 

The results for wood are very mixed. and with data only from 1988. ir.terpretation of the role 
of preferences is even more difficult In the case of veneers. as with each of the three 
categories. the margins of preference do not distinguish between the ACP and other 
developing countries. Most of the ACP suppliers have lost market share since 1988. but not 
to the same extent as the non-ACP countries. The main gaine~ appear to be the developed 
countries, despite the rather small 4-6 percent GSP-ACP tariff preference. The same appears 
to be happening in plywood though in this case there is only one major ACP supplier. Gabon, 
and the preference margin is somewhat higher at 10 percent There. too, there are quantitative 
limits on exports under the GSP by the more competitive' producers such as Brazil. Indonesia 
and Malaysia which may explain the loss in their market share. In the category of shaped 
wood the ACP, mainly Cote d1voire, has lost share to other developing countries, who have 
also gained substantially from the developed countries. 

In cotton yam and cotton fabric, the ACP suppliers have been gaining market share. 
Particularly in the fonner growth rateS of exports to the EU have been spectacul;:i.r for 
Tanzania and Zimbabwe despite declining total EU imports. For both product groups, there 
is no ACP tariff margin over other developing country suppliers. The margin over developed 
countries is 6 percent in the case of yarn and 10 percent in the case of fabric. Hc.:wever it is 
in the former case that the developing countries, ACP and othr :. have made the greater 
progress. 

In twine. Tan1..ania had built up a substantial market share by 1982 but. along with those of 
non-ACP suppliers. this has eroded by developed country exports in recent years. Despite 
a common tariff preference of 10 to 25 percent. hoth groups of developing co~ntric~ hJw lost 
out. primarily because of the competitiveness of synthetic fibres. 

Mauritius is the principal ACP exporter of clothing. both knitted and not knitted. to the EC. 
In both categories. because of the success. of Mauritius, the share of the ACP ha~ incn:asl.!d. 
but for some slippage in the latter category after 1988. In the case of these producL<;. the :\CP 
have a particular preference in that tht:y arc not subject to quotas under tht: Eli's MultiFihri: 



Arrangement (MFA) scheme. Indeed. in MaurititLs and to a smaller extent in the Caribbean. 
dothing manufacturers from South East Asia have invested partly to evade quota restrictions. 
though low labour costs have also been a consideration. Clothing expons from developing 
countries who have not signed a bilateral quota agreement with the EU have been subjected 
to MFN tariffs of up to 14 percenL 

The success of Zaire and Zambia in expanding their exports of copper mattes has nothing 
to do with any tariff or other preferences since these enter the EU tariff-free from all sources. 
The same can be said for the success of Antigua and Barbuda in exporting sailing boats. 
which. though with orly representing one percent of the EU market. account for nearly 13 
pe.-cent of that country's expons to the EU. 

In the case of watches. Mauritius. alone among the ACP group. has made a serious entry into 
the EU market. gaining a market share over 21 percent by 1988. This share has since fallen 
by more than half, mainly in favour of developed countries. In this market Mauritius may 
have benefited from the quotas imposed on GSP benefits. In the event the 6.2 percent 
preference margin does not appear to have been sufficient to withstand the much improved 
competitiveness of the industry in both the EU itself and in other developed countries. 
particularly Switzerland. 

In furnitur~. the ACP suppliers have made little headway. though the non-ACP developing 
counnies. with the same tariff preference margins only limited by quotas on certain types of 
furniture. have wrested maret share from the dominant developed country producers. 

2.4 The effect of preferences on export ~rfonnance 

It is not surprising that no clear conclusions about the role of preferences on ACP expons of 
processed goods emerge. The interpretation of the data is obfuscated by the fact that ACP 
tariff preference margins on processed goods are generally shared by non-ACP developing 
coun:ries. Very often, however. the preference margins are limited to specific quotas or 
ceilings of exports from the largest supplying counnies. It would be interesting to examine 
the extent to which these QRs have actually been constraining and whether there was any 
evidence that the ACP States might have exploited any market openings these may yield. 

In some cases where the preference is limited to the ACP States, it seems to have been to 
some extent effective. This is the case in rum, and perhaps in canned asparagus. In canned 
asparagus expon growth has lost momentum in recent years. apparently due to competition 
from Eastern Europe. Thus preferences that may be adequate to provide a sufficient edge vis­
a-vis particular countries may not suffice when new countries st.an to compete. It is als0 
obvious that the same applies to new processes. The advent of synthetic materials in twine 
production seems to have rendered the ACP and GSP preference margins at least inadequ~1te 
to maintain market share. 

As well as tariff preferences, the ACP States enjoy more favourable treannent as regards rult!s 
of origin than that afforded to GSP beneficiaries. The basic rule facing the ACP States i:; less 
demanding than that required for the GSP. For GSP status imports into the EU must satisfy 
a 'process criterion' rather than a percentage criterion. The basic rule is that the impor~d 
material undergoes a change in HS classification. This is often supplcmr.:ntcd hy additional 
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rules specifying minimal processing requirements - often involving a double or tripl~ la.riff 
jump. This i.:; the so-called 'single list' of exceptions to the basic rule. 

A funher advantage of the ACP StateS lies in more generous cumulation criteria in that they 
can use inputs either imponed from the EU or from other ACP States without counting these 
against the I 0 percent threshold for non-originating inputs. Cumulation for GSP status is 
reserved for members of cenain sub-regional groups. Furthermore regional cumulation may 
only be panial. Both the value tolerance and cumulation possibilities have been funher 
extended in the Lorn~ mid-term review (see section 4.2 below). 

Despite these advantages enjoyed by the ACP States there has been considerable 
dissatisfaction at the rules of origin applied to their exports. It seems obvious that rules of 
origin discriminate riarticuhrly against small countries where possibilities of finding local 
supplies of inputs are more limited. Most ACP countries fall into this category. Opponunities 
for cumulation do not compensate for this and the threshold for non-originating inputs is 
generally regarded as too low. 

In particular sectors there are some bizarre and apparently burdensome rules that severely 
limit the ability to claim ACP status. The rules facing fish products - w., .!ch concern the 
registration, ownership and crewing of !ishing vessels - have been found panicularly onerous. 

In addition, it is recognised that supply-side constraints, such as the lacic of private investment 
and good physical and financial infrastrucrure, affect ACP exponers a great deal. (Davenpon, 
Hewin and Koning, 1995). 
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3. Consequences for ACP manufactured exports from the Uruguay 
Round 

Global liberalisation of mfn tariffs (and subsequent adaptations of GSP schemes) has reduced 
the value of Lorn~ preferences. Trade liberalisation under the Uruguay Round will affect 
manufactured exports from ACP countries mainly through the improved access offered co 
non-preferred suppliers of industrial' products. and the phasing out of the Multifibre 
Arrangement (MFA). The improved market ~s offered by indu;;trialised countries has 
resulted in an erosion of ACP preferences. In theory the reduction of MFN tariffs and the 
subsequent adjustment of GSP rates will lead to trade diversion away from the preferred ACP 
suppliers to more competitive non-preferred suppliers. The phasing out of the MF A. from 
which ACP suppliers were exempt in the EU market. and instead of which they received 
special preferences in the US market. is also likely to affect the market share of ACP exports 
of textiles and clothing. 

Other repercussions on the ACP's trade balance mainly result from the Agreement on 
Agriculture which will result in changes in world prices for ACP expons and impons of 
temperate agricultural products. As many ACP cotmtries are net food importers they are likely 
to be presented with an increase in the costs of their imports. In addition some ACP countries 
exporting temperate agricultural products which enjoy preferential treaonent in the EU market 
through the Lom~ protocols, such as beef. rice and sugar will lose as a result of a decrease 
in domestic EU prices due to the reform of the Common Agricultural Policy following thG 
Round. Further ACP losses occur because of preference l!rosion on their tropical agricultural 
exports to the EU. (In other markets tariffs on these products had already been reduced or 
eliminated in the past. so preference erosion was not an issue.) 

Nevertheless, as the focus of this paper is the effects of the UR settlement on manufactured 
exports from ACP countries we will concentrate on the effects of preference erosion on 
industrial CY.ports and the phasing out of the MF A. In addition we will address the impact of 
changes in regulations on anti-dumping and quantitative restriction, and the establishment of 
the WfO. Finally some attention will be paid to the obligations for ACP countties following 
the UR and opportunities for them resulting from global trade liberalisation. 

3.1 Erosion of preferences on industrial exports from ACP countries 

Offers of industrialised countries 

Table 3.1 indicates pre- and post-UR tariffs and the percentage reduction on industrial imports 
to the three main markets for ACP exporters, EU, US and Jaran. 

Almost all tariffs on developed countries' imports of industrial productS are now 
bound.(GA TI.1994) This implies that the present level (er an upper limit), a~ agreed with 
trading partners. is registered with GATI/WTO and can then only he lowered, not raised. 
except by funher negotiation or compensation. The binding will be advantageous to the ACP 
exporters as developed countries will no longer be able to increase protection on certain 

1 In order 10 avoid confusion !he ccnn indusmal expon.~ i~ u5ed a~ Opp<l~cd to man11fac111rc~ hecau~c dnlhin!! 
is cxdmkrt from rhi\ analy~1s. 
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Table 3.1 Reductions of bound tariffs on imports of industrial products from African 
countries1 by major developed country markets 

Market 

Industrial produc:ts 
Wood. pulp. paper k fumimre 
Textiles and clothing* 
Lcalbcr. rubber. fool.War 4: ttavel goods 
Metals 
Cbemic:als 4: pborognpbic iUJ!PliCS 
Tnnspon equipment 
N~ectric machinery 
Electric macbioery 
Mineral products. precious stones .t: meuls 

Japan 

Industrial produc:ts 
Wood. pulp, paper k fmuiture 
Textiles and clodling* 
Learber, rubber. footwear a: ttavcl goods 
Metals 
Cbemic:als k pbolOgnpbic supplies 
T taosport equipment 
Noo-dedric mac:hioery 
Electric macbiDery 
Mineral products. precious sroocs a: mdals 

Uaited Slates 

Iodustrial producu 
Wood,, pulp, paper&: furniture 
Textiles and clodling• 
Leather, rubber, footwear &: crave! goods 
Metals 
Chemicals & Pbocographic supplies 
Transport equipment 
Noo-decttic machinery 
Electric machinery 
Mineral products, precious scoocs &; meuls 

A YCnge tariff 

Post-UR 

2.8 
1.6 

11.8 
3.0 
1.9 
6.9 
1.0 
3.7 
8.0 
0.4 

3.4 
1.2 
u 
7.8 
4.2 
2.5 
0.1 
3.7 
0.6 
OJ 

23 
0.7 

16.4 
1.0 
u 
4.8 
2.7 
3.1 
4.6 
0.2 

2.0 
0.5 

10.0 
2.3 
1.3 
2.1 
0.8 
I.I 
4.3 
0.2 

1.8 
0.1 
1.0 
6.0 
2.1 
0.5 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.9 
0.1 

14.9 
0.8 
l.4 
2.6 
1.7 
0.7 
0.9 
0.1 

Reduction 

29 
69 
15 
23 
32 
70 
20 
70 
46 
50 

47 
92 
33 
23 
so 
so 

100 
JOO 
100 
100 

17 
86 

9 
20 

7 
46 
37 
77 
80 
so 

• Figures understa;e lbe increase in amket access because they do DOI take inlO accouni lhc phase-our of bilarc:al 
quolaS imposed under lhe Multifibre ArrangemenL 

I Allhough these are tariffs imposed on African countries, which constilulC lhe majon1y of the ACP group ( 47 OU! of 
70) they are similar 10 the tariffs by lhe trading partners on the whole ACP group !hanks 10 vanous preferen11al 
sche1T11Cs. 

Source: Blackhursl. Enders and Francois 
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imports when they become more sensitive. Although this has not happened often vis-a-vis 
ACP countries in the past. it offers a good security for more advanced ACP counlries. such 
as the Barbados and Mauritius. 

Another proclaimed advantage of the outcome of the Round is the reduction of ca.riff 
escalation.(Harrold. 1995) HGwever. tariff escalation has not Connally been a problem for the 
ACP States who sought to increase the value added of their exports. ACP tariff preferences 
have generally been greater the higher the level of processing. especially in the EU market. 
The advantage of being exempted from tariff escalation will in the shon ru:i be eroded or at 
least reduced. ACP exporters as was indicated in section 2 have only moved into precessing 
and manufacruring to a limited extent and the fact that they will lose this advantage will. like 
their preference margins in general. be of no great immediate loss. It does mean, however, 
that if cenain ACP States want to move into p~ing their tropical or natural resource 
products in the future. access may be marginally more difficult (ODI. 1995). 

From the tariff levels and reductions it appears that some of the products of particular interest 
to ACP exporters had relatively above a\.!nlge MFN tariffs and ~lllall cuts, such as fish, 
leather. rubber products, footwear and ttanspon equipment. In contrast. market access for 
other expons of importance to the ACP, such as wood pulp and paper and chemicals. electric 
machinery. has been improved and has caused preference erosion. 

Dae to the preferential treatment of ACP exports in these markets. the extension of market 
access by a reduction of MFN tariffs will affect ACP expon negativeJy. In other words where 
liberalisation has been most generous, ACP exporters will suffer most from preference erosion 
and subsequent trade diversion. Preference erosion is therefore largest in the EU market where 
ACP exporters enjoyed the largest preferences on manufactured exports (practically i.ero 
tarifO. For the small number of manufactured exports which have not benefined from 
preferences, especially in the US and Japanese markets (eg US imports of footwear which is 
excluded from the CBO further liberalisation might. however, benefit ACP exporters. 

Quantitative estimate of losses 

Table 3.2 shows 001 estimates of losses caused by trade diversion and changes in prices as 
a result of the trade liberalisation. Calcu!ating the ex-ante trade diversion and subsequent loss 
in expon earnings for ACP states we have implicitly assumed that the existing preferences 
are largely exploited by ACP exporters and that they have an impact on the competitiveness 
of ACP exports. Considering our escmated evidence for the effectiveness of Lome trade 
provisions the losses might be overestimated. 

Although merals and mintrals were not heavily protected before the funher reduction of MFN 
tariffs to 1.0% will affect ACP revenue from these relatively important exports. Preference 
erosion on metals and minerals will r.!Sult ir, losses of around S79m for the ACP grnup. Track 
diversion in metals and minerals is particular acute for African countries where metals 
constitute one of the major exports. Congo, Ghana. Guinea, Zaire. and Zambia. arc 
particularly affected. as arc the Dominican Republic and Papua New Guinea. 

On exports of wood, pulp and paper tariffs arc generally low; MFN tariff~ were reduced hy 
57% 10 onl}' l .~% and they were already 1cro for GSP hencficiarics. as an.· the ACP 
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Table 3.2 Quantitative estimates of static losses resulting from ACP preference 
erosion ($m) 

OECD .-1.r. --' Uatlter. ~ NcC. -'ttr. tnmsporr odter l"'P"rrs T ""1ls R~DllM· 

~ """'· 1~ .. .xA. C9f'IP. indastnol S-1 1992 0rw,,_ c/uJnrc 

~r + 

cnatum 

Africa -60.9 -36.l ..0.4 -10.9 -2.9 -3.7 -6.6 -54.4 122?.4 -131.5 -175.1 

Uribbcaa -1.S ..().] -6.5 -27.!J -11.6 -1.7 -S.2 -59.3 3366.3 -95.1 -120.0 

Pacific -4.3 -5.1 -0.2 0.0 -1.4 ..0.1 0.0 -2.4 659.3 -10.6 -14.1 

ACP(6S) -71.7 -42.3 -7.2 -39.0 -15.9 -5.5 -12.1 -116.J 12766 -242 -317 

* Figures do not always add up because of rounding 

Source: Davenport M .. Hewitt. A.. and Koning. A.. (1995). F.Jlro~·s Preferred PaTfllLrs: The Lomi Co:mtries 
in World TradL. Loodan: ODI Special Report. 

preferences. Nevertheless. ACP expons are faidy significant (1992 % of ACP exports) and 
trade diversion is expected to lead to a $42m loss of expon earnings. The preference erosion 
on wood and wood products could be a problem for Cameroon, Congo, Cote d'Ivoire, Gabon. 
Ghana and a smaller CAponer, Equatorial Guinea. which is highly dependent on its wood 
expons and will lose 2% of its revenue from expons to the world. 

On exports of leather and footwear ACP countties lose $7.2m. of their export revenue. most 
of which is accounted for by the Dominican Republic. In the category of non-electrical 
machinery losses are spread over many of the ACP countries, but they remain small (only 
S5.5m. in total). 

Preference erosion in chemicals affocts only a small number of ACP countries. in particular 
Niger. the Bahamas and Trinidad and Tobago. Together they are expected to lose around 
$39m as a result of trade diversion. 

More sophisticated products, such as electrical and transport equipment. are also exported by 
only a small l!umber of ACP states. Trade diversion affecting exports of electrical equipment 
is likely to cause significant losses in export umings for the Dominican Republic ($9. lm), 
while some smaller exporters lose relatively more as a p· "'lportion of their export earnings. 
Western Samoa. for instance loses 9% of its export earnings due to liberalisation of exports 
of electrical equipment Liberia and the Bahamas are the only significant losers from a the 
reduction of MFN tariffs on transpon equipment. In total, the ACP states lose Sl6m. exi1orts 
of electrical equipment and $12m. on expons of transport equipment. 

Trade diversion and export revenue l\)sses in all industrial products are estimated at S242m. 
$317m. respectively, accounting for 2.5% of ACP expons of industrial producto; (Si:e annex 
3or detailed country-by country losses). In Africa, Cameroon, Congo, Cote d'Ivoire, Gabon. 
Liberia, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, Zaire and Zambia are particularly affected, but the 
biggest losers are in the Caribbean : the Bahamas, the Dominican Republic. Jamaica. 
Surin:une and Trinidad and Tobago. In the Pacific, Papua New Guinea will suffer 
signit1cantly. Relative to their tolal export earnings Niger. Djibouti, the Bahamas. Antigua and 
Barbuda and Tuvalu will lose most as a result of the preference erosion on their industrial 
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expons to the EU. Among these countries are some of the ACP states which have been most 
successful in diversifying their production. Ten out of the 70 ACP countries account for 559< 
of the lost export revenue on industrial exports. 

Table 3.3: Ten biggm losers among the ACP countries as a result of preference 
erosion on industrial exports, losses in m$ and as % share of their 
industrial exports. 

Domm1can Republic 
Bahamas 
Jamaica 
Zaire 
Liberia 
Trinidad & Tobago 
Surinam 
Cote d'Ivoire 
Gabon 
Mauritania 

Source: ibid 

LOSt Eiport Revenue 
34 
32 
19 
17 
14 
14 
12 
11 
11 
11 

Share of Industrial Eiports 

4 
3 
4 
2 
5 
4 
2 
2 
3 

Relative to overall ACP exports to the world the loss from preference erosion on industrial 
products is small and estimated to amOW't to 0.6%. It must be borne in mind that a large 
share of ACP exports suffer no trade diversion. since these products already enter OECD 
markets, free of tariffs for all suppliers. Even where MFN tariffs are non-zero. in many cases 
the ACPs main competitors are other developing countries which enjoy comparable 
preferential treaunent. 

However, it needs to be stressed that these estimates are only static losses: the dynamic 
effects on invesnnent and future export earnings are difficult to quantify. Preference erosion 
might prevent other ACP countries from moving further into the production of non-traditional 
exports. Exporters of manufacrures may be particularly susceptible to the reduction of the 
preference margin, because many of the producers are new, often small, enterprises trying to 
break into the EU and other markets. The erosion of preferences will affect future investment 
prospects. 

To put the export revenue loss.!S in perspective of the overall quantitative effects of the 
Uruguay Round on ACP countries as estimated by ODI (1995), a summary is given in table 
3.4. As is demonstrated, 40% of :he loss created by the Uruguay Round is due to the 
preference erosion on industrial products. These figures exclude the effects of the phasing-out 
of the MFA. 

3.2 The phasing out of the MF A and its effects on ACP export~ 

As the ACP states have been exempled from the MFA in the past. it~ phasing out will have 
the effect of adding to the erosion of their preferential trcaunenc. Industrialised countries that 
introduced the MFA quotas to restrain developing c1untry e:<pon~ of textiles and clothing as 
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Table 3.4 Summary of the Uruguay Round settlemenL Trade effects ($m. and share 
of 1992 exports from :he ACP to OECD countries) 

change in net change in change in totll 1992 loW 

export" or revenue from revenue change exporu IO change 
lemperale exports or from in lhe rest of as% or 

agriculrural ttOpical exports of ex pons lhe world 10131 

products, productS and industtial eXIX>flS 
fish products. 

Africa -173 -156.3 -175.8 -505.3 44689 -1.l 

Caribbean -52 -11.0 -120.0 -183.1 6109 -3.0 

Pacific -2 -9.3 -14.2 -25.0 2390 -1.l 

ACP -227 -176.6 -317 -713.4 53188 -1.3 

• excluding textiles and docbing 

Source: Davenpon M., Hcwin, A., and Koning, A~ (1995), Europe's Prtftrrtd Pannus: The Lomi Counlrits 
in World Tradt. Loodoo: ODI Special Report. 

a protection of domestic producers have to replace their bilateral quota arrangements by 
tariffs. Apan from the elimination of these quantitative restrictions over the next 10 years. 
developed countries' tariffs on textiles and clothing will also be red11ced to an average of 
22%, according to GATI estimates. 

The implications of the liberalisation which will take place in three phas.!s2 are difficult to 
predicL In the first two phases no major changes are expected as the liberalisation of barriers 
on the most sensitive products will undoubtedly be left to the latest phase. The effects of the 
phasing-out of the MFA depend on the response of demand and supply to the liberalisation. 
Demand for clothing and finished textile products in OECD countries is expected to increase 
as a result of the dismantling oi MFA restrictions. At the same time developing country 
suppliers of these products will try to expand lheir expons and take a share of the growing 
markeL However, the clothing sector. in particular, will become far more competitive through 
this process than when it was regulated by the MF A regime. Producers with signitica.'lt 
comparative advantage will be able to take a relatively larger share of the growing market 
than other developing counuies. 

ACP producers of clothing and textiles will be hard pressed to benefit from the rise in 
demand, since they were not subject to controls before. On a global scale, the highly 

2 During lhe first phase. due to be compleltd by the end of 1994. al lea.st 16% of !he 1otal 1990 volume of 
lextiles and clolhing imports, bac; IO be mm~ferred. In phase 1wo products accounting for anolhcr I 7o/r have ro 
be brought under GATI rules before the end of 1997, and an additional 18% will he intcgrarcd in the GATI 
by 2001. During I.be last stage lhe MFA will be compleiely pha~ · ll with !he iniegration of !he remaining 
prodUCL'I into the GATI. 
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competitive Asian councries are expeci:ed to gain a large share of the market from previously 
protected suppliers or preferred sourr::·es such as Lite ACP, thanks to their low labour costs and 
natural resources. The loss in expo. : revenue for ACP expori:ers caused by the phasing out 
of the MFA is hard to predict and dt:pends on a lot of assumptions (for some simulations see 
Page and Davenport) . 

Significant African ACP exponers of MFA goods in Mauritius, Madagascar, and Lesotho. 
which lack an incrinsic comparative advantage and have largely used the Lome preferences 
to build up their industry, will face greater competition in the EU market and are more likely 
to lose market share for their current exports instead of gaining from the phasing out of the 
MFA. if we look purely at the non-tariff barriers changes. Zimbabwe has only just entered 
the market and will also find it hard to compete with the other players. 

Caribbean suppliers of clothing and textiles are affected by preference erosion in the EU and 
US market. where they enjoy special preferences on outward processing. The least 
competitive of them, such as Jamaica and some of the smaller islands, are again likely to lose 
market share. Haiti is the only Caribbean exporter with a cost advantage and it might 
therefore maintain its position in the market The winding down of the MF A will, in any 
event. give Caribbean producers more freedom and prospects to develop their industry. Under 
regulation 807 A they were left to do only a pan of the processing of che clothing industry. 
giving them no opportunity to develop a ~ong base for the industry nor experience in 
distributing and marketing their products. But for their exports to the US it is hard to estimate 
whether the gains from the phasing-out of the MF A will compensate for the erosion of the 
special treaunent under regulation 807 A. It is likely that Chinese and South Asian suppliers 
of raw materials will increasingly produce textiles and clothing for expon to the US after the 
phasing out of the MF A. 

Page and Davenpon argue that the main losers among the ACP countries will be Mauritius 
and Jamaica. which are estimated to decrease by 16.5% and 7.6% (of 1992 exports) 
respectively. More generally, however, the ACP countries' loss of expon earnings which can 
be quantified as a result of the phasing out of the MFA is expected to amount to only 0.2% 
of total expon revenue. 

This may seem relatively low, but the change will further negatively affect ACP countries 
(often cotton producers), which are potential exporters of textiles and clothing such as Chad. 
Burkina Faso, Benin and Mali, which currently depend for a significan: part of their expon 
earnings on exporting basic textiles (to the Eu market) which do not fall under the Mf A 
regime and are therefore not directly affected by the Uruguay Round. The erosion of their 
preferences might slow the potential development in the industry as investment is negatively 
affected. Without protection or the invesunent that preferences might attract, it will he more 
difficult for the textile industry in these councries to move up to higher value-added product'i 
and more diversified t.extiles i'nd clothing expons.(Koning, 1994) 
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3.3 Other consequences of the UR agreement that could affect ACP exports of 
manufactures 

Establishment of the wro and the improved dispute settlement system 

The World Trade Organisation has been established wi:h the aim. inter alia, of strengthening 
the monitoring of trade policy. The predictable and strict rule setting it advocates could be 
beneficial to the ACP expol1ers. The WTO will restrict unilateral measures and this gives 
more opponunities to ACP and other developing countries to defend themselves. The 
improved dispute settlement system, described by GA TI as, ·me central element in providing 
security and predictability of the multilateral trading system" will be beneficial to ACP 
countries for the same reason as it permits them to pursue their rights independently of their 
power in the international trade environmenL Despite this, a serious weakness remains for the 
ACP countries as it is the damaged country that iri a dispute can complain and take retaliatory 
action to enforce a judgement (rather than the WfO). As the ACP countries are still relatively 
heavily dependent on their markets, retaliatory action by one of the world main trading 
parmers will affect them disproportionately to a retaliatory action of an ACP country against 
one of its trading partners. 

The different Councils of the WTO will increase the availability of infonnation and enhance 
the transparency in international trade practices. This will be advantageous to all countries. 
but in particular for ACP countries which often do not have the resources and expertise to 
assemble the technical information needed to protect their interests. Following a request of 
the ACP group the WTO is currently, together with the EU, preparing the organisation of 
regional seminars in the ACP countries on the outcome of the UR and the functions and role 
of the wro. 

The benefits of the establishment of the new organisation for ACP exporters results from the 
improved regulatory framework and increased transparency which means that ACP countries 
can be better equipped for the further globalisation of the international trading environmenL 
Nevertheless. in order to take advantage of these benefits it is important that the f\CP 
countries take an active interest in the WTO. 

Quantitative restrictions, safeguards and anti-dumping measures 

Quantitative restrictions and anti-dumping measures have in the past not affected ACP 
cou~tries in a significant way, although some countries have been confronted by for instance 
VERs or threats of imposing them, eg Mauritius. However, from the experience of other. 
more advanced, developing countries it appears that when exports increase and a country 
becomes more successful proteetionist measures of these kind can be introduced by 
industrialised countries, in particular the EU and US. The non-tariff banier coverage ratio of 
manufactured exports from dcve!oping countries was 18.8. This is more than double the figure 
for developed countries (8.5) (Harrold, 1995). Although the figure for African ACP countries 
was only 6.5 it show~ t.'iat they could risk an increase in non-tariff baniets whcn further 
developing their man•.Jfactur:c1 exports. 

The UR agreement on safeguards is specifically designed to curtail thc use of 'grey area· 
methods - voluntary export restraints. orderly marketing ?.;rangcmcntc; and such like - to 
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regulate trade for nonnally protectiorjst purposes. A 'sunset' clause has been agreed which 
means that all such measures have either to be broug:u into conformity with GA IT rules or 
phased out within four years. All existing safeguard arrangements under Article XIX would 
be terminated within eight years.1 It is indeed expected that some rec!uction in the use of grey­
area measures will occur. Nevenheless the unpleasant fact remains b"Ue that it is impossible 
to prevent measures being taken outside the GA TI whereby exports to important markets are 
discreetly restricted under threat of more serious sanctions. 

Similar arguments hold for the use of anti-dumping measures. Anti-dumping actions have 
become a favourite protectionist tool of the developed countnes. They are attractive because 
the GAIT Code has been relatively permissive' in this area in the past The Uruguay Round 
agreement has made some limited improvements in the rules in the Code on Anti-dumping 
and. also, made L'iose rules an integral part of the GA TI, rather than as part of a separate 
code which members may sign or not. 

The improvements concern the rules for establishing the 'normal' price of the product which 
is allegedly dumped and for determining whether material injury to the domestic industry has 
taken place. It is unfonunate that the negotiations did not result in th~ simplification and, 
possibly. strengthening of the safeguards mechanism, which would be the proper mc~hanism 
for dealing with most threats to domestic industry causert by price competition from abroad. 
Instead because the outcome can be lar :ely controlled, with the national authorities in the 
importing country acting as investigator, judge and jury, Anti-dumping actions will continue 
to be used for protecting the domestic industry, either through the harassment of foreign 
suppliers or through the imposition of Anti-du.'Dping duties. 

Most of these non-tariff restrictions and anti-dumping actions will continue to fall on the most 
industrialised of the devdoping countries. With their low levels of exports of manufactures, 
most ACP States have little to fear for the moment. However, as the Multifibre Arrangement 
is phased out the industtialised countties could make increasing use of these actions to protect 
their own te..,·ile and clothing se.ctors, and ACP States could conceivably face such actions 
in their export markets outside the EU. Secondly. the threat of in particular anti-dumping 
actions will discourage investment in manufacturing among the developing countries. 
including the ACP. Now that a number of the more industrialised developing countries are 
themselves adopting anti-dumping legislation, the potential markets for exports of 
manufactures are being infected by this corrosive form of contingent protection. 

1 The developing rountries are given some additional shelier against the implement.aiion of !he safe!Juard 
clause in that it can only be invoked if the share of imports from a developing country e,(ceeds a threshold or 
:1 percent or tha· of all developing counaies 9 percent. As r'!gar~ thei!' cwn u<e of !he ;:!Jmc the devdopiag 
countries arc given a funhcr two years for the maximum period of application. 

• Countries have established procedures for investigating alleged dumpmg which ari.: h1a.\cd 1owards pmitivc 
resul1s. hecausc acuon can he taken quick!~· ·provisional duties can he introduced 1mmcd1a1cly -and w11how lhc 
need 10 provide compcn'.'>aUon. and where acuons can he and arc oft,•n infnnnally sc!!kd throu~h pnn: or trade 
volume commiunems hy the exporting councry. 
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ACP conunirments 

Demands placed on ACP countries are minimal. in panicular for the thiny eight least 
developed of them. In most cases they have been offered longer pt!riods to adapt to the UR 
agreement or have been exempted from rules (eg the abolition of expon subsid1es). 

Regarding improvement of rrarket access to ACP markets. offers have been conservativ'!. 
Most ACP countries have increased the binding of their tariffs, but to a lesser extent than 
developed countries (from 15% to 79%) and sometimes well above the actual tariffs (with the 
exception of the countries of the SACU). Harrold argues that this is a shame and that in 
particular the .African ACP countries have missed the opportunity by not binding their 
domestic reforms5 to an international anchor to improve their credibility (Harrold.1995). 

3.4 Opportunities resulting from improved market access 

On a more optimistic note the improved access to non-EU markets is expected to benefit ACP 
countries. In contrast to the preference erosion in Europe. ACP states will have more. and 
more secure. access to other markets where they currently have less preferential treatment 
Regarding exports to the US and Japan which benefit from GSP the Round has definitely 
increased the certainty for mc.rket access, especially for the more advanced ACP countries. 
as preferences of this type ar~ very much dependent on policies and for that matter 
governments of the preference giving countries. 

For Pacific islands and some countries in Eastern Africa in particular. the growing Asian 
markets off er obvious new opportunities. Cat.bbeaa, countries will, despite the erosion of 
their preferences under the Caribbean Basin Initiative, benefit from a more open US economy. 
Concen that they will be excluded from NAFf A arrangements, should they be extended, has 
stimulated many of them to develop a proactive strategy to be included. This is the kind of 
action that will be needed if ACP states are to exploit the opportunities in these and other 
non-EU markets. (lt may be rather depressing to note that only one of the seventy ACP 
countries, Papua New Guinea. had by 1995 joined the APEC 'Pacific Rim' group of fast­
growing developed and developing countries, which together comrrise by far the biggest 
market in the world - the USA and Japan are members.) 

Although trade among ACP countries and with other developing countries has been rather 
limited, sv far, reduced harries will offer new opportunities for increasing South-South trade. 
Afri\:an expLrters can potentially benefit from South Africa's opening market and Caribbean 
countries will be able to exploit the greater access to Latin American economies. 

The Uruguay Round is likely to have a positive impact on the ACP states via the boost in 
world :.rade, investment and economic growth that the trade liberalisation gcnt:ratcs, and 
optimists would say this far outweighs the prefe"."ence erosion and other negative factors. 
Global income will be increased by improved access to the market' of trading partners 3nd 
a more efficient use of resources, when trade barriers arc reduced or removed, which will 

1 Some of 1he litx."t'ali~ations undertaken out">ide the Round. for instance as pan of stnJCrural a<lj11s1meni 
reform~. have hcen acknowledged or 'credited' in the Round. 
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increase world demand. Studies by GA TI, the World Bank, and the OECD predict an average 
annual increase of 1.05% in world income by 2002 as a result of trade liberalisation. If these 
gains are combined with their losses occurring from the Round, the ACP states are still 
expected to lose approximately 0.3% of their expon eamings6 (see Annex 4). So it has to be 
stressed that some counuies face a net loss rather than a net gain. which is why pressure for 
special treaunent for the Least Developed Countries has now built up. 

11 Tbe~e estimaies consider.; an average income ela~ticity of demand for ACt> export~ of I: in ;m alrcmaovc 
case. of an ela~1icity of 3. !hey appear to gaiu 1.8% of the current level <lf !heir expon earning~ 



4. How to improve ACP competitiveness after the Uruguay Round 

Concerning the competitiveness of ACP cauntries, we would distinguish betwet:n two types 
of solutions: one, a rather short term opportunistic solution concentrating on the use of trade 
preferences including the compensation for their erosion, the other. more general measures 
oriented towards changing the structure and diversifying the destination of ACP exports. 

4.1 Exploitation of existing preferences 

Some ACP countries have bCen able to develop significant manufacturing industries in recent 
years. others for instance those which export raw materials for textiles and clothing, might 
make some progress in diversifying their exports in the near furure. Although there is limited 
evidence of effective utirisation of the Lorn~ trade provisions in the past it should be 
recognised that now more than before ACP exporters might be able to benefit from the 
provisions. This is especially so as in some countries structural adjusunent programmes are 
succeeding and policy and infrastructure conditions in some countries are improv~ng, opening 
opponunities for exporters. It needs to be stressed that ACP countries still enjoy a 
considerable degree of preference. 

In panicular for the more sensitive products, generally protected by non-tariff barriers in the 
past (eg textiles and clothing) this will remain a major advantage despite global trade 
liberalisation. As it is expected that only at the end of the ten year implementation period of 
the UR agreement will significant quotas be abolished and after that high tariff levels will 
remain on these products, this leaves the ACP exporters with a price advantage in the EU 
market 

Regarding Lorn~ preferences it will be of importance to overcome some of the restrictions to 
their effective use, one of which is clearly the lack of awareness of the provisions in the 
public, and in particular in tlte private sector. Small and medium sized enterprises should be 
made more aware of the opportunities the Lorn~ Convention can offer them in form of 
preferential access to the EU market and assistance of various kinds. 

There are, moreover, formal aid-trade links which could be exploited more in future. It is 
essential that government officials (in particular the ACP National Authorising Officer) pay 
more attention to the to coherence of the aid and trade provisions Lorn~ can off er to their 
country. This implies exploiting some of the available aid provisions for trade purposes, ie 
orienting aid spending to integrate with and assist in trade development for instance by 
investing in marketing and distribution facilities. This also counts for the regional indicative 
programmes which should be more targeted and conditioned to promote regional trade 
development, not only with transport links, but also with comminnent for liberalising borders. 

Finally, an effective implementation of that Trade Development Project can give some further 
incentives to trade development in the ACP countries. (CT A, 1993) This project was 
suggested in Annex XX of the Lome IV Convention and has been proposed to the Europ~an 
Development Fund Committee. It will identify factors that inhibit the effective use of the 
provisions, support actions that address trade policy issues, and provide ac;sisrance in dealing 
with production, distribution, and marketing difficulties. It will also provid~ market 
information to ACP exporters from itc; Brussels focal point. 
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For the cwo-year pilot phase of the project. twenty counuies have been targeted for suppon 
to increase their exports through rechnical assistance. institutional development. and training. 
Early commionent is needed by both the EU and the ACP that this phase will be exrendec! 
to the other 50 counuies.The project is expecred to stan in the Autumn of this year and will 
be based in Brussels. If working properly it will be a good way of stimulating the use of the 
Lorn~ trade provisions, although there is some fear that its ~tablishment in Brussels will not 
reach out enou~h to the ACP utiliser of the provisions. 

The Trade Development Project will supplement the liaison and development work which the 
Centre for the ~velopment of Industry (CDI) is doing exclusively in the manufactures sector7 

and can hopefully stimulare the use of the Centre. The CDI was established in 1977 to 
suppon industrial enrerprises in the ACP stares. This unique Lome institution particularly 
encourages joint initiatives by economic operators of the EU and the ACP countries, and has 
a vocation for encouraging small-scale enterprises in the manufacturing sector of ACP 
countries. 

4.2 Compensation and the Lome IV mid-term review 

Despite the relatively small losses from preference erosion, the ACP counuies have asked the 
European Union, for compensation within the framework of the Lome Convention for the 
expected expon trade losses they expect to incur as a result of preference erosion leading to 
trade diversion. Although in the EU market the erosion effect is particularly significant 
(though even here it could be outweighed by other factors), outcries for compensation have 
not been accepted. 

The EU, under severe pressure of not only the international trading environment but also of 
domestic producers, some of them also hit by the liberalisation, has been reluctant to off er 
any compensation. The general feeling about compensation for preference erosion is that it 
does not fit in the idealogy of trade liberalisation that has ruled the UR. There has always 
been an explicit GATI obligation to compensate outsiders for erosion of MFN, for example 
because of the formation or extension of a regional trading area which requires some 
countries to raise external tariffs to a common level. However, there is no compensation 
foreseen for loss of a relative advantage (if the external tariff stays the same, but the tariff 
among members falls).1 Preferences are simply concessions given unilaterally by industrialised 
countries. The EU is under increasing pressure from the international community to adapt 
the Lome Convention to the changed global trade environment and to the momentum of 
liberalisation. It is in particular reluctant for changes to the Convention because all changes. 
however small, need to be notified to the WfO, and although the Union has a waiver for the 
Lome Convention until 2000, this has to be reviewed biannually and there arc fears that 

7 See Industrial Development in the ACP Countries: StocktaJ.:inR and Prospects. Economic and Social 
Committee of the European Communities. Brussels 1994. 

' The only fonn of compc11sation which is mentioned in the UR agreemenl i.-. rcla1c<1 111 the ini:rea~cd cos!\ 
of food irnpon.., in the "Decision on measures concerning the poss1hle negative effects of the: rdonn program 
on leas! developed and net·f'10d imponing developing countries" Although hare!~ apphcahk 10 thi\ prl·,,~nr 
study on manufactunng trade. this docs have strnn!! relevance for the A<'I' s1;11c< !r:t<k mcr;ill 



changes might launch new problems comparable to the banana dispute. 

However. when the fourth Lome Convention was signed in 1989. recognition was given of 
changes the EU might agree to in the UR. which were then still uncenain, that would 
negatively affect the Lome countries. Concerns of the ACP states about the impact of trade 
liberalisation on their preferences and trade with the EU led the negotiators at that time to 
agree to the inclusion of Annex XXVII and Annex XXIX in the Convention. The first 
provides for the possibility of renegotiating ACP preferences on agricultural exports to the 
EU. shoulc. they prove to be adversely affected as a result of the outcome of the Uruguay 
Round. Annex XXIX is a joint declaration on general trade liberalisation. indicating the 
European Union's awareness of the need to ensure rhe maintenance of the ACP states' 
competitive position in the EU market'. How this should be done was left open. 

When the mid-term review fell due. however. in February 1994, the EU did not wish to 
include the trade provisions of the Convention.· in any new negotiations, considering them 
sufficiently favourable. The EU took the position that ·the erosion of preferences cannot be 
avoided or compensated by further concessions·. while the ACP states insisted that the EU 
should provide suppon for countries that have suffered directly from preference erosion. The 
issues. outside the special product pmtocoL, the ACP countries argued for were: better access 
for agricultural exports from ACP countries. improvements in rules of origin, although they 
are already more favourable than those for the EU' s GSP scheme, including wider cumulation 
possibilities. 

It took the EU almost a year to come with thei!- own proposals on the trade provisions due 
to the difficulties of agreeing to extta concessions among the EU member states themselves. 
Protectionist feelings within the EU wanted to resist all improvements until the end of the 
negotiations on the last day of the French Presidency, 30 June 1995. In the end, some 
concessions were agreed as a trade-off with the rather disappointing size of the EDF aid 
budget which was reduced in real terms compared to the previous 'EDF. 

Concerning exports of manufactures since they do not face any barrier when entering the EU 
market, the final deal on rules of origin is of most importance. The value of non-originating 
(ACP or EU) material has been increased from 10% to 15% (the ACP had negotiated for an 
increase in the value tolerance to 20% ). This means that there is slightly more room for 
manoeuvre on manufacturing products that require inputs not available in the ACP countries 
but more competitively available in other than EU countries thanks to distance or competitive 
pricing. 

What will however be of more significance, in particular for Caribbean and African countries 
is the compromise reached on cumulation of inputs. The request of the ACP countries to 
allow them to source inputs from developing countries that have a preferential arrangement 

9 'The Contracting Panics note lhcu lhe Community is con~ous of lhe need to en-;urc. in lhc ovcr.111 
application of lhc Convention. lhe maintenance of lhe competitive position of lhe ACP Sr.ate\ where their 
advantages on lhc Community market arc affected by mea:;urcs relating 10 general tr.Ide hhcralizauon. The 
Communi1y declares iL'i willingness. whenever ACP Siatc.'i bring 10 iL'i aucntion 1ny specific G1.~c 101111ly 10 ''u•h 
specific. appropriate ac1ion wilh a view 10 safeguarding the intcresL'i of lhe laner · 
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with the EU was not fully agreed10
• Instead the EU argued for an extension of cumulation to 

those countries that have a free-uade area agreement or a customs union with ACP countnes. 
Although the final decision is somewhere in between, ie the condition for a cusmms union 
or FfA has been replaced by an exhaustive list of countries with which cumulation is 
allowed, it does not turn out to be good for all ACP countries. The lists are established on 
a regional basis, eg Namibia can not benefit from the extension of the cumulation to 
Venezuela, and for the Pacific countries the offer is particularly disappointing. It is expected 
that the extension of cumulition will be most meaningful for the Caribbean that has been 
given opponunities of ~umulation with some more industrialised countries. 

Table 4.1 Cumulation opportunities allowerl following the mid-term review settlement 

ACP Country in: 
may CUJriiilate Wiih: 

Source: ACP Secretariat 

Afri-=a 
Algena. Egypt. 
Libya. Morocco. 
Tunisia and 
South Africa 

carlbbean 
Colom61a. Costa Rica. El 
Salvador, Guatemala, 
Honduras. Nicaragua. 
Panama, Venezuela 

Pacific 
Nauru 

Some items are excluded from this provision, among which some textiles and clothing11
, 

together with rice and canned tuna. The automatic derogation for rules of origin for the latter 
has been increased from 2500 to 4000 tonnes, half of what the ACP group had negotiated 
for. 

Other outcomes of negotiations relevant to ACP uade of manufactured products might be 
those of the negotiating group on commodities, in which the ACP side argued for an increase 
in funds available for suppon for diversification in the form of financial and technical 
assistance in production, marketing, distribution and transpon (pmdt). However, with a 
generai decline in real tenns of the EDF extra assistance me:ins a reallocation of resources 
rather than an increase. 

In the meantime negotiations have started between the EU and South Africa for a possible 
inclusion of the latter into the Lom~ Convention as ·a qualified member'_ 

To sum up, whereas the principle of compensation for t:.1e erosion of a voluntary concession 
has not been admitted, ODI's own studies show that the ACP's ·1oss' is unlikely to be mure 
than S715m, or 1.3 per cent of their exporu. World Bank studies such as Harrold op cir put 
this much lower and even doubt the existence of any net loss. Given the current pressure on 
national aid budgets, it is likely that any voluntary response from the prefercnce-giv~rs would 
be in the form of technical assistance to enable dev~loping countries to benefit mor fully from 

10 This was al~o ~uggestcd by OD! in lhc report on lhe effcclS of the EU offer:c; 10 the I JR. which indu<lcd 
a nc:;otiation strategy for lhc mid·tcnn review (OD!. 1994) 

11 Th1:c; exclusion wa~ onl;. mdmlcd m the la.~I sugc of U1c nc;?ol1a11on~ 



post-Uruguay Round adjusanent. rather than from direct cash compensation. Donors. bilateral 
and multilateral. are not ta1king in terms of offering a sum adjacent to SilOm nor arguing that 
cash aid (e.g. Balance-of-Payments impon suppon) is an appropriate fonn of compensation. 
and the w ro itself has no funds for such purposes. 

4.3 Export diversification...tbe buzz word for ACP success 

Although the preferences. with the help of (albeit reduced) exemption from tariff escalation 
and improved cumulation opportunities can already give a boost to attempts for diversifying 
ACP economics into more processed and manufactureJ expons. experience shows that more 
needs to be done to stimulate the public and private sector to move away from the traditional 
exports of raw materials. If shoner-tenn actions are successful in increasing the utilisation of 
existing trade provisions. then medium and longer term strategics of ACP stateS should 
emphasise successful operation in the global trade cnvironmenL The priorities are to improve 
expon efficiency. to enhance the competitiveness of ACP products. and to diversify ACP 
exports into new products and new markets. 

Diversification of ACP expons into non-ttaditional products is crucial. both because non­
traditional exports are subject to higher income elasticities of demand and because. in general. 
they still face higher MFN tariffs so ACF preferences are still relatively large compared to 
those in the primary produ~.s sectors. In addition. it ~ important iO reorient trade performance 
from being heavHy dependent on the EU market. which is still the case for many African and 
small Caribbean ACP countries, towards other markets. In general it is essential for ACP 
countries to become l~ reliant on preferences as they will clearly be further eroded; a more 
market-oriented approach to exporting could also strengthen their competitiveness. 

Several initiatives are important for 3Chieving progress in this area. First of all. ACP countries 
should give more priority to trade developmenL A more appropriate and enabling trade 
environment is needed in each country. This requires both physical arrangements, such as 
improved infrastructure and the establishment of an effective trade promotion organisation. 
as well as changes at the policy level. These include commianent to more outward-looking 
trade policies and increased involvement of the private sector in the formulation of rrade 
policies. In some countries such as Jamaica. the private sector already has a relatively close 
relationshlp with government. and it plays a significant role in identifying the needs for a 
good business environmenL Here, ACP stateS can also learn some lessons from the "East 
Asian Miracle" and integrate private concerns into public policies. 

While integrating the business community into trade policy decision-making would already 
have a positive effect on private investment in ACP States. more can be done to attract 
foreign and domestic investors. Appropriate policies, such as fiscal incentives to attract 
investors. and a good institutional framework to deal with foreign direct investment are 
needed. Here, useful lessons can be learned from the way that Mauritius successfully :mracted 
Asian investors. 

However. it has to he recognised that political lnd economic stahility in ACP States is 
essential in attracting this investment. In countries where a favourahk investment climate is 
already present. fiscal inccntiws cou!d encourage foreign direct inwsimc.:nt hy We:.tern 
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companies in the ACP States or inlrOduce special projects. that stimulate joint ventures 
between ACP and European investors. such as exist within the ECIP (European Community 
Invesunent Panners} initiative for the Asian. Latin American and Mediterranean countries. in 
order to increase the involvement of private companies in developed countries and improve 
the transfer of production technology and marketing know how. 

In the efforts of the ACP States to diversify their exports. inetease capacities and improve 
marketing. distribution and transp0rt in order to make ACP production more competitive. the 
industrialised countries can make a significant contribution. The ACP States should insist on 
more technical assistanc.e in support of their diversification process and the promotion of 
trade-marketing awareneM and export-oriented production. This can help them to identify 
emerging expon opportunities for processed and manufacmred products. giving concrete and 
valuable information about the market for different products. Secondly. it can help ACP 
exporters to exploit the opponunities through promotion activities and investment in 
infrastructure. such as air links. to get ACP exports to the foreign markets. 

Not only the market opponucities but also the requirements of various markets. such as the 
pbyto-sanitary and other standards. give scope for a donor contribution. The ACP Group 
should request experts to help their exporters comply with the rules by increasing awareness 
and by technical assistance. 

Finally. it is very important for tht ACP group to be part of the global thinking on 
international trade. Particularly because favourable conditions have been laid down for most 
of the ACP countries (least developed ones) the joining of the WTO is advisable to strengthen 
not only the position of individual ACP countries vis-a-vis their main trading partners but also 
to be more represented as a group. In July only 34 ACP countries had joined the WTO. In 
addition. their presence in relevant meetings and fora is importanLAt the moment there are 
only 12 ACP ambassadors present in Geneva. who cannot adequately represent an ACP view. 
A strengthening of the trade role of a more efficient ACP Secretariat might be an answer to 
the representation problem. 

4.4 Strategy for individual ACP exporter of manufactures. 

For the individual ACP exporter of processed or manufactured goods the above aspects are 
all relevant and essential to take into account 

First of all they should become more infonned about what Lome can off er them in tenns of 
preferential access and various fonns of Europan assistance as offered by the Conventions' 
institutions. for instance the CDI and make proper use of the trade development project. This 
would not only improve their ability to benefit f&om those services but al~o might encourage 
governments to pay more attention to these aspects of the Convention and trade in general. 
Lome exporters of rn:inufacmred products could ful!y exploi! the new oppor.unitier. for 
cumulation, exploring the countries they can now source from and assess whether imports 
might improve the competitiveness of their products in the EU market. 

However, more awareness of the market they produce for is also necessary. The World Bank 
in a repr..rt called optimistically 'Africa can co:npcte ! · remarked that the inadcquac.:y to meet 



the specific requiremeni:s such as volume production. product specifications. tight delivery 
schedules and a lack of products development to meet changes fashions. impede! the 
competitiveness of a majority of ACP (African) exponers. In otht!r words more serious 
marketing efforts by the exporters and up-to -date market infonnation is essential. 

Local chambers of commerce. or projects inuoduced by the Lome Convention or UNCT AD. 
the ITC or U1'1IDO itself. could support these efforts and supply the exponers with the 
necessary information. Another option is try to establish strong links with a reca.iler in the EU 
or other industrialised countries who could supply marketing know-how and insights into the 
importing market Joint ventures with importers. which may be facilitared by fiscal 
incentives as suggested earlier. could also be useful to overcome this problem. This would 
ai.so address the difficulties ACP exporters face due to the complexitit.:S of reca.il systems that 

they are not familiar with. 

One pre-condition to embark on those operation5 would inevitably an increase in the quality 
control. if not quality standards. for processed agricultural products and for industrial exports. 
The building up of a reputation of reliable export products of an accepted auality standard 
would stimul&te importers to start and continue relations with exporters. In addition, 
management capacities needed for running competitive companies should not be 
underestimated. 

The final point that should be made is that. as argued above. although the EU market access 
concessions are still favourable. exporters should not stare blindly at their preferences but 
exploit their comparative advantage. not only in the EU market but certainly also in other 
markets which have growing demands. An interesting example is the US Afro-American 
market; an obvious one, volume-wise, is the rapidly growing Asian market 



5. Lome in the international trading environment 

3.1 Inconsistencies between Lome preferences and the GA IT/WTO 

The long term future of all preferences is uncenain in the current international tradir.g 
environment of global liberalisation. Mci.tilateral trade liberalisation through widespread. if 
not universal. most-favoured nation (mfn) treaanent. is the basis of successive GA TI Rounds. 
culminating in the Uruguay Round and the creation of the World Trade Organisation. A trade 
regime which grants either generalised or~~ preferences to a sub-group of trading nations 
necessarily li~ uneasily with this. The European Union-ACP Lome Convention is perhaps 
the exemplar of the more discriminatory approach embodied here. and it is reasonable to 
suppose that there may be at the very least a clash of trade policy cultures. if no an actual 
clash of trade laws, when the two principles collide. 

However, it must be noted that in the twenty years since the first Lome Convention was 
signed. the issue of compliance between ~ preferences and the mfn princip!e has hardly 
been raised. this is because there has been a tacit acceptance that the ACP states' trading 
position was broadly non-threatening and that some EU Member States should continue to 
be allowed to discharge some of their post-colonial obligations in this way if they so desired. 
Indeed. until the concluding stages of the GAIT Uruguay Round, the issue of seeking a 
waiver for the Lom~ trade preferences had never been Connally raised - whereas a waiver had 
been sought, and obtained, for generalised preferences (GSP schemes) after 1970. Nor was 
it the concenis about manufactured products which triggered off the need to seek a waiver 
for the EU/ACP trade preferences in the end: the sticking-point was the EU's discriminatory 
(and arguably internally inco~.stent) banana preference regime. 

Be that as it may, and notwithstanding the possibility that the sir.gle issue of the banana 
regime may be raised subsequently again by the USA and/or Latin American banana 
exporting states, the EU and the ACP have sought. and obtained by the GA IT decision of 9 
December 1994, a waiver from the mfn principle which takes them up to 29 February 2000 
(by which time the fourth Lome convention will expire). 

The present waiver which is going to be reviewed bi-annually until 2000 applies to 
preferential treaanent accorded on "products originating in ACP States as required by the 
relevant prov!sions of the Fourth Lome convention" - for the rules of origin, see I.I above. 
At the time of agreeing the waiver, fifty of the seventy ACP States were GA IT contracting 
parties, as were all twelve EU Member States and the further three which joined the EU on 
l January 1995. 

Elements which for the purposes of this study, could possibly be envisaged as threatening to 
disturb the arrangement at review momentS before 2000 are (a) if the Republic of South 
Africa were to be admitted as a ACP state with full trade privileges (b) the slow-burning 
banana issue could be raised again and (c) the broader and stronger mandate of the WTO, as 
opposed to the GATI, and espei::ially its (formally) stronger trade disputes settlement 
procedures could mean that with the abolition of the one-country veto (which applit:d under 
the GA TI}, individual preferences within the Lome Convention arrangements could he 
declared illegal and so subject to compensation. 

On the other hand, it must be observed that in countervailing fashion to the muitilateral trade 
lib~ralisation cffon, th.: mid-I 990s have seen a strengthening of regional trade and economic 
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groupings (NAFf A. MERCOSUR. even APEC) which, although more reciprocal in nature 
that the EU-ACP arrangements. still ~ho the exclusive and hence discriminatory nature of 
the Lome Convention despite the latter's roots being in the 1970s (if not in the colonial 1950s 
and post-colonial 1960s). In other words. there is a new tendency towards free trade zones 
which only slightly reflects the older ACP arrangements but which is not strictly compatible 
with the universalising of the mfn principle. 

Two of tlte above three outstanding issues do give some minor concerns. There are currently 
EU moves to give South Africa •qualified. Lomt Convention/ACP membership. The actual 
risk of disruption depends on the fmal EU offer. The current (July 1995) European 
Commission proposal probably goes too far, for WfO compatibility purposes. by extending 
some special preferences and aiming for a free trade arrangement with South Africa over the 
longer term, as well as allowing South African firms to tender for EDF projects (effectively 
under restrictive public procurement in ACP countries) and for all (not just SACU) ACP 
states to cumulate with South Africa for rules-of-origin purposes. This moves to the heart of 
the waiver accorded in December 1994. (Moreover since then. the EU and ACP have agreed 
to extend the counuies the ACP can cumulate with on a regional basis too: African ACP 
states with Egypt, Libya. Algeria, Tunisia and Morocco; the ACP Caribbean with Venezuela 
and Colombia. plus the Centtal American states excluding Mexico; and the Pacific just with 
Nauru). 

The second issue, the discriminatory banana regime, will almost cenainly be raised in the 
WfO on some occasion before 2000.12 Objections to it have been raised already by 
Guatemala which did not accept the EU's compromise after, and the US has threatened legal 
action against the EU under section 301 of US trade h.w after pressure from US multi­
nationals trading in bananas. Funhermore. at least one EU Member State, Germany. may 
funher challenge the validity of the banana regime in the European Court, although an earlier 
challenge was ruled out in early 1995. 

However it is on the general area of compliance with good trading practice where there may 
still be friction in the period to 2000. The Trade Policy Review mechanism is the WfO 
means of ensuring compliance, and is the means whereby each contracting pany's trade 
practices are set out and examined; not least their bound obligations. In the sphere of 
manufactures, 87% of tariffs will now be bound (as opposed to 68% under the GA IT) and 
for many poor countries, and for the ACP, this will be the first time they have been the 
subject of a trade policy review. (In fact. ACP tariffs will initially tend to be bound at very 
high levels; only the Southern African countries, members of SACU, have collectively offered 
to liberalise by lowering their manufacturing tariffs considerably). ACP countries can expect 
to be reviewed by the TPR Mechanism. and the findings published. about once every six 
years. 

Thus, although the waiver looks secure for the next five years (and a funhcr ACP-exclusive 
preferential regime unlikely thereafter), there cculd still bl! sornt.: practical problems of 
compliance affecting trade in manufactures in the period to 2000. There ought not. howt!ver 
to be friction over invesunent mea~ures which involve manufactures. Developing countril.!s 

11 
The Carihhcan hcncfkiaries now seem to acknowledge the regime will end m 2000 TI1c Sr Vin<cm 

Prime Minister. James Mir.:hell. admiucd a~ much in thl! Financial Times of l.l07 95. 
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are granted exemption from the TRIMS rules outlawing local content restrictions (under lhe 
Balance of Payments strengthening arrangements) for the next five years. and lhe 48 least­
developed countries (including half the ACP countries) for the nc!xt seven years. 

Some people argue that the limited evirlence of the effrctiveness of Lome preferencc!S and lhe 
continuing dependency of ACP countries on the European market where they enjoy most 
preferences proves that preferences are working against the natural law of comparative 
advantage and are therefore not encouraging economic sustainability in the long run - ar,j 
should not be sustained. 

In addition to this scepticism budgetary constraints and domestic recessionary pressures play 
against Lorn~ preferences. Moreover. the weakening of the historical lin.k.s argument used in 
defence of proteetion for the old colonies stimulates debate for more global EU preferences 
that take more account of the actual level of development than of the past relationship with 
EU member states. 

5.2 The future or Lome preferences 

Discussions about the post Lom~ IV (2000) era has already started. even though the mid-term 
review for the second half of Lom~ IV has only just been completed. The difficulties that 
were faced concluding the Lorn~ mid-term review. especially concerning the volume of the 
European Development Fund for the next five years and funher concessions on the trade 
front. have sent a sign to ACP countries that they might need to prepare themselves for a 
different type of negotiation next time around. 

It has already 1Y~n conceded by senior European Commission sources that the EU will never 
again be in the position to offer a successor arrangement to Lomt IV with the same 
exclusivity and discriminatory treatment for the ACP states. This is a view supponed by 
qualified outside observers. 

lr.ree scenarios for the successor to Lorn~ IV can be envisaged. A first option might be that 
Lomt continues to exist but non-reciprocal preferential treatment will be withdrawn from 
scme more advanced ACP countties(eg Bahamas), arguing that they need to be able to stand 
on their own feet now and that equal preferential treatment of these countrie.5 and some least 
developed African countries is neither realistic nor fair. This could go as far as reducing the 
ACP group to African countries; generally the most vulnerable ACP countries and most 
heavily dependent on the EU for their export revenue. 

A second scenario could be to globalise the Lorn~ Convention, which then would undoubtedly 
be renamed13

, focusing on the worlds' least developed countries, including some least 
developed countries outside Africa, eg Bangladesh. Laos etc. This might imply that not all 

13 
The revised text or lomt IV incorporating lhe ouicome or the mid··term review i.-; to he signed -

unprecedemedly - r.ot in Lomt but in Port Louis, Mauritius, later in 1~5. Some might take this a." a sign lha1 
the ACP"s most dynamic manuraclllrini: exporter wa.<; to be rewarded with the kudos or the signing venue . 
although others would sec this as deference to the sub-region which includes the new. albeit ·qualified'. ACP 
•ember. the Republic or South Africa. 
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African countries (but only the least developed) would be targeted. 

A third scenario might be that the EU sets up Free Tiade Areas (Ff As) with ACP counlri~s 
en a regional basis. This would be in line with the EU perspective o::i regional integration. 
and has already been suggested for other developing country areas, eg some of the countries 
in the Middle EasL This however, would be problematic for most regions within the ACP 
group. as probably apart from the Caribbean. Southern Africa and francophone West (but not 
Central) Africa. no significant regional integration has taken place so far. The other ACP 
regions run the risk of developing Ff A's that might end up being just bilateral agreements 
between the individual ACP counaies and the EU, which would obviously weaken the 
parmership which is so characteristic for lhe Convention and lhe bargaining power of the ACP 
countries. 
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Annex 1 
ACP countries and their entries in the Lome Convention 

-
Yao1m~ I Yaoun~ D L'Jmt I Lomt II Lomt llI Lomt IV 

Burundi PcJples Republic B~ Cape Verde Angola Dominican 
United Republic of of Congo Barbados Comoros Antigua and Republic 

Cameroon Dahomey Borswana Djibouti Barbuda Eritrea 
Central African Mauritius Fiji Dominica Belize Haiti 
Republic Zaire Gambia Kiribati Mozambique Namibia 

Chad Ghana Papua New St Christopher and 

Gabon Grenada GuiDca Nevis 
Cote d1voire Guyana St Lucia St Vincent and the 

Madagascar Jamaica Sao Tomt and Grenadines 
Mali Kenya Principe Vanuatu 

Mauritania Lesotho Seycbclles 
Niger Malawi Solomon Islands 

Rwanda Nigeria Suriname 
Senegal Sierra Leone Tuvalu 
Somalia Swaziland 2.imbabwt 
Togo Tanzania 
Upper Volta Tonga 

Trinidad and 
Tobago 
Uganda 
Western Samoa 
Zambia 
Equatorial Guinea 
Ethiopia 
Guinea-Bissau 
Liberia 
Sudan 

Source: The Courier, 1990:27 
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Annex 2 

Table 1: Processw Agricultural Goods 

exports IO EU(9) export growth. av. ann. per- share in EU(9) mulcet. % 
cent 

1992 as CJi, total expts. 19 7 6-19 8 2 -19 8 8 -197 6 -1976 1982 198ll 1992 
' 1982 1988 1992 1992 

to EU x 100 

Tuaa, sldpjadt, bonito, preserved (CN:l4i0414) 

Senegal 33567 ll82.l 19.3 2.7 -8.4 5.6 185 22.5 15.0 7.6 

Mauritius 15302 176.l 30.2 9.2 9.6 16.8 1.7 3.S 3.3 3.5 

Solomon Is. 12196 5237.7 (a) 5.6 39.7 (a) 0.0 1.3 LO 2.8 

Fiji 9153 808.0 52.0 13.6 -9.9 19.6 0.7 3.6 4.4 2.1 

Extra-EU 442505 8.3 15.S 9.8 8.7 11.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 1517 0.0 -1.9 -28.7 -18.6 -16.9 38.8 14.6 1.1 0.3 

Dev'g c'tries exc. ACP 271490 19.0 22.3 23.3 15.0 20.8 17.4 24.4 48.9 61.4 

ACP (66) 167300 78.7 23.0 6.1 l.6 10.9 41.8 60.9 49.6 37.8 

ACP prefetence margin (percent) 

over MFN 24-25 

ovcrGSP 0 

notes see discussion of Nies of origin 

Cocoa pasle(CN 1803) 

Core d'Ivoire 35885 207.6 -1.2 -0.7 7.1 1.0 66.8 51.0 38.8 62.4 

Ghana 4111 67.9 -11.1 7.9 -8.8 -3.8 16.6 6.7 8.4 7.1 

Cameroon 6203 48.4 11.7 3.9 -14.3 1.7 10.3 16.4 16.4 10.8 

Exira-Ell 57498 1.1 3.3 3.9 -4.9 l.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 509 0.0 2.1 -4.8 7.8 0.8 1.0 0.9 o..s 0.9 

Dev'g c'uies exc. ACP 10715 0.8 63.l 10.7 -17.9 18.8 1.5 23.0 33.6 18.6 

ACP (66) 46273 21.8 -0.9 1.4 -0.0 0.2 97.5 76.l 65.9 80.5 

ACP preference margin (percent) 

over MFN 12 

over GSP 0 

Cocria butter (CN: 1804) 

Core d'Ivoire 51864 300.0 11.8 9.0 4.1 8.8 9.3 12.8 27.2 41.8 

Ghana l!!i74 305.2 -S.O -S.6 -7.1 -5.8 33.l 17.l 15.3 14 9 

Nigeria 8528 16.3 6.8 -S.7 -15.1 -3.8 10.9 11.4 10.1 6.9 

Cameroon 3778 29.5 -0.4 -0.9 -23.7 -7.0 8.3 5.1 6.9 30 

Extra-EU 123996 2.3 6.0 -3.9 -6.S -0.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

OM Es 834 0.0 -0.6 -32.4 -14.4 -17. l 11.7 7.9 1.0 0.7 

Dev·~ c'lrie~ ~"\:c. ACP 37%7 2.7 14.8 -9.0 -5.3 OJ 25.l 40.5 29.1 :40.6 

ACP (66) 82698 38.9 1.4 -0.0 -3.8 -0.5 617 47 1 59.6 66 7 

ACP preference margin (percent) 

over MFN 9 

over GSP 0 
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Aspangas, pres«Yal (CN: 200560) 

Lesotho 1208 444.3 (:a) 15.2 5.2 (a) 0.0 0.4 1.2 0.9 

1=.xn-EU 134910 2-5 2.6 -3.4 13.4 2.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 4840 0.2 -8.3 -2-6 -9.3 -6.5 16.4 8.4 8.8 3.6 

Dev'g c'lnes exc. ACP 60099 4.2 3.9 -15.6 16.6 -Ll 83.l 89.6 39.8 44.5 

ACP (66) 1208 0.6 (:a) 15.2 5.2 (a) 0.0 0.4 L2 0.9 

ACP pRferenc:e margin (percent) 

ovcrMFN 22 ' 
overGSP 20 

Nuts, odler t11aa ground., preserYed (CN: 20081') 

Malawi 417 2U -42.4 63.9 L8 -1-7 13.0 0.1 8.8 3.0 

Exira-EU 14107 0.3 25.9 -20.0 33_7 7_9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 10679 0.3 27.4 -24.9 52.3 9-3 61-5 65.8 45.0 75_7 

Dev'g c'Cries exc. ACP 2407 0-2 -0-4 -12.0 52.0 5.7 23.6 5.8 10.2 17.l 

ACP (66) 680 0.3 -6.4 -0.5 14.6 0.7 14.4 2.4 8.9 4.8 

ACP pRfenoce margin (percent) 

over MFN 14-16 

overGSP 0 

Plneapple, preserwd (CN: 200820) 

Kenya 46738 840.5 15.8 20.1 12.4 10.6 10-3 16.9 15.9 20.2 

Swaziland 5882 4329 23.7 -9.0 -5.6 5.8 2.7 6.4 4.0 2-5 

Extra-EU 231714 4.4 6.8 14.8 5.9 6.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 8782 0.3 0.1 -12.3 -26.1 -3.2 16.4 11.l 16.0 3.8 

Dev'g c·~ exc. ACP 161291 11.3 12.8 24.7 10.0 10.6 36.0 50.0 59.9 69.6 

ACP (66) 52776 24.8 4.0 -5.2 9.4 1.7 56.3 27.7 20.0 22.8 

ACP irefennce m:argin (percent) 

overMFN 23 

over GSP 0 

Rum (CN: 220840) 

Bah:am:as 36102 1516.l 24.9 -9.0 19.3 9.7 15.2 32.2 17.0 18.5 

J:am:aic:a 7785 271.7 1.7 3.2 -2.9 1.1 14.4 7.4 8.3 4.0 

Barbados 1542 394.3 24.6 -4.5 12-5 9.9 0.7 L3 0.9 o.s 
Guyana 98988 6568.6 21.0 13.S 40.4 22.6 8.4 12.3 24.2 50.8 

Trinidad, Tob 7838 385.5 23.0 5.1 -7.5 8.0 5.1 8.2 10.2 4.0 

Extra-EU 194744 3.7 13.6 l.3 16.7 9.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

OM Es 3730 O.l 22.5 -9.3 21.4 9.2 2.0 3.2 1.6 1.9 

Dev'g c'lries exc. ACP 186902 13.l 7.6 23.3 16.l 154 41.6 30 I 36.9 17 2 

ACP (66) 153482 72.2 16.8 -0.2 24.5 11.9 56 2 66 6 60.8 78 8 

ACP preference m:argin (percent) 

over MFN 1 ECU/% vol/bl ..- 5 ECU/litte if in conl:ainers <= 2 litres 

over GSP ditto 

nocesTariff·free access to EU for ACP suppliers luruted by quoia (172 hectol. in 1973) 

DMEs: deverd mkl econonues la) perceMa~e growth mearungless as hase figure z.ero or ir1v1J 
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Table 2: Industrial Goods 

exports ID EU(9) export growth. av. ann. per­
cent 

1992 u CJ. r.oW expu. 1976-198 2-1988 -1976-1976 
to EU x 100 1982 198S 1992 1992 

Acetfc add (CN: 191521) 

Guinea 371 11.4 (a) (•) (a) (a) 0.0 

Exn-EU 31337 0.6 17.9 .14.3 13.l 15.3 100.0 

DMEs 26641 0.9 58.5 21.8 16.7 (a) 8.7 

Dev'g c'tries exc. ACP 3485 0.2 -13.2 -31.0 278.4 15.0 11.6 

ACP (66) 371 0.2 (a) (a) (a) (a) 0.0 

ACP prefen:oce margin (percent) 

overMFN 16.8 

overGSP 0 

no res GSP duty-nee amount ceiling of 2.315 million tonnes 

Methanol (CN: 290511) 

Trinidad, Tob 10481 515.5 (a) (a) -5.1 (a) 0.0 

Extra-EU 259529 4.9 15.9 51.S 4.3 23.9 100.0 

DMEs 4192 0.1 22.8 14.6 -24.6 5.9 19.9 

Dev'g c'lries exc. ACP 216026 15.1 -10.3 104.6 -0.9 25.3 69.6 

ACP (66) 10481 4.9 (a) (a) -5.1 (a) 0.0 

ACP preference margin (percent) 

over MFN 13 
over GSP 0 

sbare in EU(9) madcet. % 

1982 1988 1992 

0.0 0.0 1.2 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

51.2 15.0 85.0 

1.8 0.1 11.1 

0.0 0.0 1.2 

0.0 4.3 4.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

28.2 4.2 1.6 

15.0 72.2 83.2 

0.0 4.3 4.0 

notes quotas on some GSP beneficiaries (Bahrain, Malaysia. Romania); olhen have bad their ouow 
reduced 

Cortical hormone derivatives (CN: 1'3722) 

Bahamas 1152 48.4 23.8 41.8 -7.0 -13.2 26.5 56.8 12.l 6.2 

Extra-EU 18523 0.3 9.0 -24.7 9.9 -4.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 17211 0.6 -0.8 -14.5 11.7 -3.4 71.5 40.5 86.9 92.9 

Dev'g c'tries exc. ACP 0 0.0 13.0 -37.3 (a) (a) 1.8 2.3 0.8 0.0 

ACP (66) 1152 0.5 23.8 -41.8 -7.0 -13.2 26.5 56.8 !2.1 6.2 

ACP preference margin (percent) 

over MFN 6.1) 

over GSP 0 
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lroa and Sted bars and wires (CN: 7213) 

T rinicbd. Tob 624 30.7 (a) -0.0 -45.7 (a) 00 2.S 2.7 0.3 

Ex era-EU 223321 4.2 1.4 0.8 -4.2 2.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 119129 3.9 3.9 2.2 -1.S 0.0 75.6 51.7 64.l 53.3 

[)ey'g c'lries exc. ACP 25131 u 34.4 Ll -10.2 9.2 3.9 143 14.6 IU 

ACP (66) 3190 1..5 204.9 44.S -18.7 65.6 0.0 0.3 2.8 1.4 

ACP prd'ermce mqin (percast) 

overMFN 4.9 

over ~SP 0 

DOfes GSP access subject fD countty qaow llld ceilings 

Cydlc amld-s (CN:l9242918) 

Benin 1068 157..5 (a) a.a. a.a. (a) 0.0 0.0 a.a. 0.4 

&era-EU 27'Z752 H 13.l a.a. a.a. 11.l 100.0 100.0 a.a. 100.0 

DMEs 244672 19 12.2 a.a. a.a. 10.8 94.4 19.8 a.a. 89.7 

[)ey'g c'tties exc. ACP 12553 0.9 42..4 o.a. o.a. 18.6 1.6 6.S a.a. 4.6 

ACP (66) 1068 0..5 (a) a.a.. o.a.. (a) 0.0 0.0 a.a. 0.4 

ACP prefm:uce margin {percasl) 

overMFN 7.4 

overGSP 0 

noces imporU under GSP subject ID die refemx:e base system 

Veneers, etc (CN: 4408) 

Core d'Ivoire 37781 211.6 o.a.. o..a. 1.3 a.a. a.a. a.a. 9.5 10.1 

Ghana 14297 236.2 o.a.. o.a.. 4.8 o.a. a.a. a.a. 4.1 3.8 

Cameroon 18832 147.0 a.a. a.a. u a.a. n.a. n.a. 6.0 5.0 

Congo 18588 232..3 o.a.. a.a. 3..5 a.a. n.a. n.a. 5.6 5.0 

ZaiR 4755 63.5 o.a.. o..a. lJ o.a. n.a. a.a. 1.6 1.3 

Exira-EU 374844 7.1 a.a.. o.a. 6.6 a.a. n.a. n.a. 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 242371 7.9 o.a. a.a. 10.9 a.a. n.a. n.a. 55.3 64.7 

Dev'g c'lries exc. ACP 25461 1.8 o.a. a.3. -11.3 n.a. n.a. n.a. 14.l 6.8 

ACP (66) 97941 46.1 o.a. a.a. 4.1 n.a. n.a. n.a. 28.8 26.l 

ACP preferenr~ margin (percent) 

over MFN 4-6 

over GSP 0 

Wood, sbaped (CN: 4409) 

C.:ore d'Ivoire 12559 72.7 a.a. n.a. 12.0 n.a. n.a. n.a. 6.2 3.6 

Ghana 2636 43.5 a.a. n.a. 36.8 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.6 0.8 

Exira-EU 345412 6.5 a.a. n.a. 28.0 n.a. n.a. n.a. 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 160003 S.2 n.a. n.a. 19.7 n.a. n.a. n.a. 60.5 46.J 

Dev'g c'lries uc. ACP 148586 10.4 n.a. n.a. 42.5 n.a. n a n.a. 28.0 430 

ACP (66) 17332 8.2 n.a. n.a. 16.5 n.1 n.a 03 n 50 

ACP preference margin (percenl) 

ov .. ; MFN 3-4 

over GSP 0 
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Plywood. etc. CCN: 4'12) 

Gaboa 9S11 14.7 D..L D..L -lS.S n.a. D.ll. D.ll. 1.7 0.8 

Ex1n-EU ll961SO 22.6 n.a. D.ll. 1.8 D..L D.ll. n..a. 1000 100.0 

DMEs SS1S42 11.l n.a. D.L 3.l D.ll. D..L D.ll. 44.3 46.6 

DeY'g c'tries exc;:. ACP S20S68 36..S D..L D..L 0.6 n.a. n.ll. D.ll. 4S.1 43.S 

ACP (66} llCMl a..s D..L D.ll. -9.6 D..L n.a. D.ll. 2.4 l..S 

ACP pref~ margin (perczDl} 

owuMFN 10 

owuGSP 0 

llOf£S FUed DF As fer Brazil. IDdoncsia. Malaysia.. etc. ceilings for ocbcr GSP suppliers 

Couoa JUD (CN: 52M+SZ07) 

Tll.llUllia 6582 373.S 3.4 143.2 25.4 26..S 0.0 0.0 03 0.8 

Zambia 1S2S 303.2 (a} (a} 66.l (a) 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.9 

Zimbabwe 7680 136.6 (a} (•) 2.5 (a) 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.9 

Exn-EU 144S89 lS.9 4.4 8.0 -4..S 3.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 273677 8.9 1.6 -7.8 -11.2 -1.4 71.7 60.8 43.4 32.4 

Dev'g c'tries cite. ACP S03S46 3S.3 10.4 21.9 -1.4 9.1 26.2 36.6 S2.4 .59.6 

ACP (66) 33650 lS.8 14.6 S4.2 12.8 173 0..5 1.0 2.0 4.0 

ACP JRferecce margin (pm:eot) 

overMFN 6 

overGSP 0 

Couoa fabric (CN: SlGLSlll} 

Core d'Ivoire 23261 134.6 11.2 11.4 -3.6 6.9 0.9 13 1.7 l.S 

Benin 1742 256.9 {•) 3320 390.9 (a) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Tll.llUllia 1816 103.l (a} 6S.1 -6.9 (a) 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 

Madagascar 7460 396..S 7.7 -lS.2 -14.7 -1.3 l.l 1.3 0.9 O.S 

Malawi 3998 202.5 118.0 1.6 -11.0 34.S 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.3 

Exira-EU 1S836S2 29.9 4.7 8..5 -0.S 3.8 100.0 lOM 100.0 100.0 

DMF..s 739199 24.0 s.o 9.0 -0.9 4.1 45.0 45.9 47.5 46.7 

Dev'g c'llies nc. ACP S80S48 40.7 1.9 9..5 -0.9 3.0 41.5 35.4 37.3 36.7 

ACP (66) 70469 33.2 7.8 l.5.3 -0.6 6.6 2.9 3.5 4.5 4.4 

ACP preference margin (percent) 

over MFN 10 

over GSP 0 

Twine (CN: 5607) 

Tanzania 2901 164.7 35.8 -19.2 1.4 6.3 4.4 9.8 S.2 5.J 

Exira-EU S4Sl8 1.0 18.6 .5_9 0.6 s.o 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 

OM Es 29244 O.~ 17.6 -7.2 7.9 4.3 59.5 .56.6 40.5 5J.6 

Oev'g c'!nes exc. ACP !3758 1.0 18.4 .94 ·8.9 4.0 29.6 29.3 37 5 25.2 
ACP (66) 3642 l.7 30 . .5 -16.0 3.7 5.R 5.9 10.5 5.9 6.7 

ACP preference margin (percenl) 

over MfN 10.12 

over GSP 0 
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Clot•l•c,k•lttedor 
crodlded (CN: 61) 

Kuya 121SO 211.5 -42.5 602.l 1.57.6 32.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Uganda 60.5 39.1 (•) (a) 92.6 (a) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Tamaaia 4161 236.3 2U 237.7 24.l 49.l 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

MadapsQr 6623 3.52.0 (a) (a) 82.3 40.l 0.0 0.0 0.0 O.l 

Mmmtius 317974 36.51.4 23.2 .56.6 12.7 21.0 LO LS 3.11 3.3 

Bm:bados 28 7.2 49.9 -42.l -.56.3 1.S 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Fiji 1442 127.3 (•) 271.1 146.6 (a) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ema-EU 9632704 181.7 12.9 33.9 16.7 12.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 2669086 16.S 11.2 2.5.4 17.4 10.l 39.4 36.0 27.0 27.7 

Dcv•g c'tries exc. ACP s.421022 379.7 14.6 3.5.2 13.S 13.S 49.7 .54.l 62.9 .56.3 

ACP (66) 421914 191.5 23.l ·6.5.0 17.S 22..5 LI L9 4.3 4.4 

ACP anfm:ace margin (pen:eot) 

owrMFN 8.9-14 

owrGSP 0 

DOfes GSP rates subject ro a MFA du1 wirh EU and to quocas 

Oo«hine. llCll bitted Dor- crocbded (CN 62) 

Etbiopia 1.516 1.53.3 8.1 27LO S.2 42.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

MadapsQr 9713 .516.3 -31.2 44.5.l 69.7 32.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 O.l 

Mauritius 143976 16.56.S 17.0 6.5.1 .5.4 20.2 0.3 0.4 1.3 0.9 

Zimbab~ 20844 370.8 (•) 169.2 21.S (•) 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.l 

Lcsodlo 13719 .5046.2 (•) 177.6 ss.o (a) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Fiji 12.50 110.4 (•) (a) (a) 49.S 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Extra-EU 1.56262.51 294.8 11.7 32.4 14.4 11.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 31431.5.5 101.9 9.7 23.7 7.S 9.2 29.4 26.4 2.5.8 20.l 

Dcv'g c'Cries exc. ACP 7686.518 .538.4 12.8 2.5.9 10.8 10.8 .56.7 60.2 .5.5.9 49.2 

ACP (66) 21000.5 98.8 13.1 60.9 10.7 17.9 0.6 3.6 L.5 1.3 

ACP preference margin {percalt) 

over MfN 10.5-14 

overGSP 0 

no res GSP rares subject to a MFA deal wilb EU and to quotas 

Cobalt mattes (CN: 1105) 

Zaire 276.52 369.3 (a) 2.8 -6.9 ERR 0.0 32.8 39..5 13.9 

Tanzania 7.546 428 . .5 (a) 126.1 .54.8 ERR 0.0 0.4 1.4 3.8 

Zambia 24984 1006.6 i2.5 . .5 21.2 l.5.3 42.3 1.7 1.5.4 1.5.2 12.6 

Exira-EU 19847.5 3.7 ss.s 27.4 20.8 2.5.4 '""" ,..,,..,, ..... 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 980.56 3.2 39.3 26.6 26.2 20.l 97.9 .50.6 41..5 49.4 

Dev'g c'trics :xc. ACP 8.59 C.I 42.4 48.8 2.1 26.1 0.4 o.: O.S 0.4 

ACP (66) 60380 28.4 173.4 13.2 3.6 .50.4 1.7 48.7 .56.2 304 

ACP preference margin (percent) 

over MFN 0 

over GSP 0 
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Watcba (CN: 910811) 

Maurilius 7881 90.7 (a) 61.6 -24.6 (a; 0.0 1.4 21.5 10.1 

Excra-EU 78410 LS 41.9 -1.0 -U 13.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs suss l.7 !1.3 -1.9 -4.9 12.4 79.4 67.8 55-3 65.2 

Dev'g c'aies exc. ACP 15893 I.I 52.1 -11.0 -8.3 13.7 20.S 31.0 19.8 20.3 

ACP (66) 7188 3.7 (a) 274.7 -24.6 (a) 0.0 l.4 21.6 10.I 

ACP prdemxie margin (percent) 

overMFN 6.2 

overGSP 0 

llOfa A ceiling OD GSP beneflting-imporU is imposed 

Fllrllltme, otller (CN: '483) 

Ghana 2399 39.6 -24.3 75.7 s.s 3.7 05 0.0 0.1 0.1 

Swazillnd 3542 260.7 (a) 28.0 -6.4 (a) 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.2 

Exrn-EU 208S400 39.3 23.l 21.3 11.7 13.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 10S4807 34.2 24.7 15.7 10.I 12.7 56.S 61.0 53.6 S0.6 

Dev'g c'lries exc. ACP 424609 29.7 37.2 53.I 22.7 25.2 4.1. 8.0 14.0 20.4 

ACP (66) 9625 4.5 15.2 29.4 1.9 12.5 o.s 0.4 0.7 o.s 
ACP JRfereuce margin (pen:eot) 

O!a-MFN S.6 

OVCI' GSP 0 

DOies Ceil.ings OD GSP-bencfiliDg imports of cme aod similar fumicure 

SaOboats, sa Coin& (CN: 19G39110) 

A.otigua.Bu SS6 1274.9 Di (a) 29.8 D.a. n.a. 0.0 0.1 1.0 

Exira-EU S41SS 1.0 D.L 24.l -20.4 o.a. n.a. 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DMEs 42032 1.4 D.a. 22.4 2.2 D.a. n.a. 81.1 28.2 76.8 

Dev'g c'tries exc. ACP 11793 0.8 n.a. 29.7 -41.0 n.a. n.a. 18.0 71.2 21.S 

ACP (66) 825 0.4 D.a. 65.9 8.9 D.a. n.a. o.s 0.4 l.S 

ACP JRferenoe margin (pm:eDt) 

over MFN 0 

over GSP 0 
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ANNEX 3: IMPACT OF URUGUAY ROUND ON INDUSTRIAL EXPORTS TO OECD 
COUNTRIES, EXCLUDING TEXTILES AND CLOTHING, LOSSES IN EXPORT 
EARNINGS IN MILLION S 
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ANNEX J CONllNUED 
OECD 
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0.0 -0.l 
0.0 -0.l 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 -2.4 

-12.l -116.3 

3 

328 
9 

18 

22 

61 
74 

9 

1030 

S96 
344 

1m.4 

2 

807 

31 
IS 
6 

1065 

6 

137 
48 

S1S 

13 

18 

32S 

311 

3366.3 

62 

SIS 
49 

3 

s 
2S 

6S9.3 

12766 

ACP (6S) excludes ACP counb'ics: Namibia. St Kius. Kiribati and Tuvalu due co laclc of data 
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Totab 

Diwrsioft R~w11111 

+ crr:aritm clran_r~ 

0 0 

-3 -S 
0 0 

-1 -1 

-1 -1 

-1 -1 

-1 -1 

0 0 
-12 -17 

-S -8 

-4 -6 

-131.S -175.1 

0 0 
-26 -32 

-1 -2 

0 -1 

0 0 
-27 -34 

0 0 

-2 -2 
-2 -2 

-IS -19 
0 -1 

0 -1 

-9 -12 
-11 -14 

-9S. l -120.0 

-2 -2 

-1 -9 
-1 -1 

0 0 
0 0 

-1 -1 

-10.6 · 14.2 

-242 -317 



Annex 4: 
Summary of Quantitive Effects or the Uruguay Round on ACP Export Earnings 

R~ 0-1e /ollowin1 rhe u,.,,_, Revenue 0-1e as Por:etllilll 1ains from Net effects of 

RDllltd in lflillion $ .. r.oral ts/ ACP incnase ill world GAIT UR on ACP 

uporu UtcOIM states as ., of rlrtir 
ezporu to world 

lttd Total_ '"" Toral tle1ll 
.,,. 

Um dem 

Worid d.=l eL=1 eL=l eL=J 

Angola -3.l -143 -0.08 -0.36 42.ll 126.32 0.69 2.79 

Bcaia -0.4 -2..7 -0.37 -2..44 l.17 3..SO -1.39 0.71 

Bolswana -2..0 -lS.O -0.ll -0.86 18.29 S4.87 0.19 2.19 

Bmtina-Fuo -0.2 -2..S -0.lS -1.62 us 4.9S -0.51 l..S3 

Barmdi -0.3 -3.S -0.3S -4.93 0.76 2.27 -3.88 -1.78 

Camaooll -9.9 -23.0 -0.SS -1.27 19.06 S7.17 -0.22 1.88 

Cent. African -1.4 -2..S -1.21 -2..10 1.2S 3.7S -I.OS I.OS 

Rep. 
Cud -0.1 -0.7 -0.04 -0.37 2.04 6.11 0.68 2.78 

ColllORJS Isl. -0.3 -U -I.OS -S.82 0.33 0.98 -4.77 -2.67 

Congo -8.7 -11.8 -0.59 -0.80 lS..Sl 46.53 0.2S 23S 

Cote d·Ivoire -11.0 -SU -0.18 -0.!3 6531 19S.93 0.22 232 

Djibouti -0.l -2..9 -0.69 -17.17 0.18 0.54 -16.12 -14.02 

F.qmlarial Guinea -0.8 -1.3 -2.17 -3.23 0.41 1..23 -2..18 -0.08 

Elbiopia -2..S -9.9 -1.4S -S.84 1.77 S.32 -4.79 -2.69 

Gabon -11.0 -14.4 -0.43 -O.S6 26.88 80.64 0.49 2..S9 

Gambia -3.0 -S.l -7.06 -12..18 0.44 1.32 -11.13 -9.03 

Ghana -9.0 -20.9 -0.80 -1.87 11.76 3S.28 -0.82 l.28 

Guinea -7.S -11.0 -1.17 -1.71 6.15 20.lS -0.66 1.44 

Guinea Bisuu -0.1 -0.8 -3.lS -12..50 0.06 0.19 -ll.4S -9.3S 

Kenya -4.0 -28.2 -0.30 -2..11 14.06 42.18 -1.06 1.04 

Lcsolho -0.1 -2..S -0.23 -2..S3 1.02 3.06 -1.48 0.62 

Uberia -14.3 -16.9 -1.73 -2.0S 8.68 26.0S -1.00 uo 
Mldagasc:ar -4.2 -11.8 -1.37 -3.87 3.20 9.61 -2.82 -0.72 

Malawi -03 -19.9 -0.07 -S.19 4.02 12.06 -4.14 -2.04 

Mali -1.8 -4.9 -0.57 -1.54 3.37 10.11 -0.49 l.61 

Mauritania -10.S -14.3 -1.90 -2..59 s.ao 17.39 -1.54 O.S6 

Mauritius -4.0 -33.5 -0.31 -2.60 13.57 40.70 -I.SS o.ss 
Mozambique -3.1 -7.8 -2.lS -S.S9 1.46 4.38 -4.54 -2.44 

Namibia -0.5 0.00 -0.04 13.52 40.57 l.01 3.11 

Niger -8 . .3 -10.3 -3.77 -4.66 2.31 6.93 -3-61 -1.Sl 

Nigeria -8.9 -32.l -0.07 -0.27 124.80 374.41 0.78 2.88 

Rep. of Cape -0.1 -2.6 -0.15 -19.84 0.14 0.41 -18.79 -16.69 

Verde 
Rwanda -0.3 -4.2 -0.35 -4.39 l.01 3.02 -3.34 -1-24 

Sao Tome and -0.1 -0.2 -0.19 -0.73 0.28 0.8S 0.32 2.42 

Prin. 
Senegal -3.9 -lS.1 -0.59 -2.30 6.92 20.76 -1.25 0.85 

Scycbclles -0.1 -2.1 -0.29 -4.87 0.46 1.39 -3.82 -1.72 

Sierra Leone -4.9 -1.5 -3.30 -5.00 1..S6 4.69 -3.95 -1.85 

Somalia -0.4 -2.2 -0.32 -1.87 1.24 3.72 -0.82 1.211 

Sudan -0.7 -3.9 -0.21 -1.10 3.73 11.18 -0.0S 2.05 

Swaziland -0.7 -3.7 -0.18 -1.00 3.85 11.56 0.05 2.15 

Taozania -1.3 -8.6 -<i.30 -1.96 4.59 13.77 -0.91 l.19 

Togo -1.1 -3.5 -0.40 -1.27 2.91 8.73 -0.22 1.88 

Uganda -0.4 -8. l -0.27 ·5.68 1.49 4.47 -4.63 -2.53 

Zaire -17.2 -2B.O -4.14 -6.72 4.37 13.10 -5.67 -3.57 

Zambia -7.6 -8.8 -l.00 -1.17 7.94 23.81 -0.12 1.98 

Zimbabwe -5.9 -28.3 -0.36 -l.72 17.22 51.66 -0.67 14\ 
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Re~n~ Cltante /ollowint tire UnitrllZY Rne1111e Otante as Polatlial. zains from Net eJ!r.r.rs of 

Rorurd in million S .. UJtal of ACP U.Cttate in world G.t1T UR on ACP 
uports income srazes as t. of their 

exports 10 world 

Ind Total Ind Total dan dern dan Ihm 
World eL=I ~L=J eL=I eL=J 

Alrtca -175.1 -585.3 -G.39 -1.13 469.ll 1407.10 .e.oa l.01 

Antigua -0.l -1,4 -0.21 -4.31 0.34 1.01 -3.26 -1.16 
B1b1m1S -31.9 -39.7 -2.9S -3.61 11.33 33.99 -2.63 -0.53 
Barbados -I.I -7.0 -0.9S -3.64 2.01 6.02 -2.s9 -0.49 
Belize -0.6 -3.l -053 -2.70 1.22 3.6S -l.6S 0.4S 
(BrJlooduns) 
l)>mjnjca -0.2 1.0 -0.43 l.17 O.S9 1.76 2.92 S.02 
Dnmjmcaa -34.3 -40.4 -6.07 -7.13 S.94 17.83 -6.08 -3.98 
Republic 
Gremda -0.3 -1.2 -1.27 -6.24 0.21 0.63 -S.19 -3.09 
Gayma -LS -13.0 -0.81 -4.30 3.17 9.Sl -3.lS -I.IS 
Haili -2.0 -1.4 -1.31 -S.S9 l.S9 4.76 -4.S4 -2.44 
Jaaic:a -19.3 -34.3 -l.1S -3.11 ll.S7 34.71 -2.06 0.04 
SL Luc:il -0.6 1.3 -0.52 1.07 1.29 3.87 2.12 4.22 
SL Vincat -0.S 2.6 -0.63 3.17 0.17 2.61 4.22 6.32 
Surinam -12.3 -lS.7 -2.93 -3.75 4.40 13.20 -2.70 -0.60 
Triaidad And -13.6 -23.9 -0.73 -1.28 19.62 S8.87 -0.23 1.87 
Tobago 

Carib baa -120.0 -113.l -136 -3.00 64.14 1'2.43 -1.95 0.15 

Fiji -2.0 -S.1 -0.49 -1.39 4.27 12.82 -0.34 1.76 
Papua-New -9.1 -lS.S -0.Sl -0.86 19.01 S1.02 0.19 2.29 
Guinea 
Solomon hlmds -1.4 -1.7 -1.24 -1.S3 1.20 3.59 -0.48 1.62 
Toaga -0.1 -0.4 -1.06 -3.02 0.13 0.38 -1.97 0.13 
Vuuatu -0.2 -0.l ..0.54 -0.33 0.3S 1.04 0.72 2.82 
West.em SIDIOa -1.3 -1.7 -9.S2 -11.79 O.lS 0.44 -10.74 -8.64 

-14.l -15.0 .O.St -LOS 25.10 75.lt 0.00 2.10 
Padtlc 
AC' (66) -310.l -713.A -0.51 -1.34 551.47 1675.Al -0.29 1.11 

Note: dem cl _demand elasticity (see scctioD 3.4) 
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